SUMMARY

BIOLOGICAL OPINION ON THE EFFECTS TO RAZORBACK SUCKER, COLORADO
SQUAWFISH AND SOUTHWESTERN WILLOW FLYCATCHER FROM LIVESTOCK
GRAZING ON THE SKELETON RIDGE/IKE'S BACKBONE ALLOTMENTS, TONTO

NATIONAL FOREST, YAVAPAI COUNTY, ARIZONA

Date of the opinion: June 25, 1997

Action Agency: U.S. Forest Service/Tonto National Forest

Proposal: To graze livestock on Federal lands adjacent to the Verde River

Listed species and critical habitat: Razorback sucker and designated critical habitat,
southwestern willow flycatcher

Proposed species or critical habitat: Colorado squawfish (experimental non-essential
population), proposed critical habitat for southwestern willow flycatcher

Biological opinion: non-jeopardy, no destruction or adver se modification of designated critical

Incidental take statement:

Level of take anticipated: Surrogate measure of riparian recovery and upland watershed
condition improvement for take to razorback sucker and southwestern will ow
flycatcher.

Reasonable and prudent measures. M easures involve monitoring of livestock use of
riparian areas, removal of livestock from these areas if overuse is occurring, and
measures to improve watershed condition.

Terms and conditions: For livestock use of riparian areas, monitoring will occur at
least three times while livestock are in the pasture and, once livestock leave the pasture,
utilization of riparian forage and conditions of streambanks will be measured. For
overuse of riparian areas by livestock, the Forest Service should implement suitable
management strategies to reduce livestock use of the riparian areas. For improvement
of watershed conditions, the Forest Service will review and adjust management if
improvements are not documented.

Conservation recommendations: It is recommended that the Forest Service participate in
surveys of the Verde River for razorback suckers and consider a watershed-level examination
of effects of livestock grazing and recreation.
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Dear Mr. Bazan:

The Fish and Wildlife Service has reviewed the biolog cal assessment and evaluation (BAE)
dated July 3, 1996, and additional materials received on May 1, 1997, for the operation of the
Skeleton Ridge and Ike's Backbone Allotments on the Tonto National Forest in Y avapai
County, Arizona. Your April 9, 1997, request for formal consultation was received by this
office on April 10, 1997. T his document represents the Service' s biological opinion on the
effects of livestock grazing on the subject alotments on the endangered razorback sucker
(Xyrauchen texanus) and outhwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), and the
experimental non-essential population of Colorado squawfish (Ptychocheilus lucius) in the
Verde River. Designated critical habitat for the razorback sucker in the Verde River is found
withintheaction areaas is proposed critical habita for the southwestern willow flycatcher.
This biological opinion is prepared in accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act
(ESA) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

This biological opinion is based on information provided by the Tonto National Forest in the
BAE of July 3, 1996, other information provided on May 1, 1997, publi shed and grey
literature datain our files and other sources of information. A complee administrative record
of this consultationis on file in our office. Literature cited in this biological opinion is not a
complete bibliography of all literature available on the species of concern, livestock grazing, or
other management activities considered in this opinion. Our review of the literature was
extensive; however, literature cited is limited to that necessary to document the effects of the
action.

CONSULTATION HISTORY

Informal consultation on the Skeleton Ridge/lke' s Backbone Allotments began in April 1994
with discussions between the Service and Forest Service regarding grazing and other activities
in the project area. On September 12, 1994, the Service received the Forest Service's BAE
covering several actions along the Verde River. The only species addressed at that time was
the southwestern willow flycatcher. Discussions between the Forest Service and the Service on
the magnitude and types of effects to the willow flycatcher were held. The Service advised the
Forest Service in aletter dated April 20, 1995, that additional information was needed to
complete the consultations and that the scope of the consultations should include al listed
endangered and threatened speciesin the action area. The Forest Service provided additional
information in aletter dated June 13, 1995, and withdr ew the request for consultation on
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August 24, 1995, because of the difficulty in defining critical habitat for the willow flycatcher
along the Verde River and that the original BAE did not include information on the other listed
species in the area of the proposed actions.

The Service received arevised BAE addressing the effects of these two allotments from the
Forest Service dated September 13, 1996, on September 17, 1996. T he Forest Service was
requesting concurr ence with findings of may affect, not likely to adversely affect for razorback
sucke and Colorado squawfish. The willow flycatcher was not addressed in this new BAE.
The Forest Service sent a letter to the Service dated January 31, 1997, concer ning our
concurrence. In aletter dated February 24, 1997, the Service informed the Forest Service that
we did not concur with the may affect determination for the razorback sucker and willow
flycatcher. The Service met with the Forest Service on March 28, 1997, to di scuss the need
for consultation. The Forest Service requested formal consultation in a letter dated April 9,
1997. On May 15, 1997, the Service issued a draft biologica opinion to the Forest Service for
review. Final Forest Service comments were received by facsimile on June 23, 1997.

BIOLOGICAL OPINION
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The Skeleton Ridge/lke' s Backbone Allotments contain approximately 47,773 acres of the
Tonto and Coconino Nationd Foreds in Yavgpa County, Arizona The two dlatments ae
operated in conjunction with each other for year round livestock use. Twenty miles of the
Verde River flow through the pastures in these allotments, including a portion of that
designated as a Wild and Scenic River. Portions of the alotments are in the Mazatzal and Pine
Mountain Wilderness units.

The allotments are used by livestock year round with each alotment having a different
function. T he three pastures on the smaller Ike's Backbone Allotment are used as summer
pasture for 20-30 replacement heifers. On Skeleton Ridge Allotment, 250-260 cows, plus their
calves from January 1 to May 31, are present yearlong. Four pastures are used for the main
herd. In addition, two pastures on this allotment provide winter and spring pastures for the
replacement heifer herd.

In addition to the pastures, there are severd hdding fadlities located on the allotments and ae
used from one to three days during pasture moves and shipping of cattle. There are nine of
these facilities four of which are adjacent tothe river. Fences and water developments are in
place in the pastures; additional facilities of these types are not contemplated as part of the
proposed action.

On Ike's Backbone Allotment, two of the three pastures are used each year, the third is rested.
Of the two used, one is grazed from April to mid-July and the other from mid-July through
October. Livestock can access the Verde River at two locations in the Childs Pastur e, the
other two pastures do not border theriver. The heifer herdis on the Powerhouse Pasture
(November through February) and Hot Springs Pasture (March through May) in the Skeleton
Ridge Allotment each year. Both of these pastures have access to the Verde Rive.

The main herd uses three of the pasturesin arest rotation (use two years out of three) with the
fourth used as winter pasture every year (mid-October through mid-March). The rest rotation
pastures may be used early (mid-March through June) or late (July through mid-October). The
Long Mesa Pasture does not bor der on the Verde River and the Coldwater/ Mud Springs
Pasture is fenced to exclude livestock from the river. River access is available in the Black



Mr. Charles Bazan 3
Ridge/Houston Basin Pasture and the Winter -use Pete' s Cabin Pasture,

Movement of livestock within pastures is encouraged by severa strategies. Salt isused in
areas of available forage to draw the animals away from other areas. Development of stock
tanks and springs thoughout the pastures also assists in keeping livestock from congregating in
one area, especially since the livestodk are "located” in small groups at these water sources.
Monitoring of livestock locationswithinthe pasture and herding them out of areas where
congregations have occurred is also done.

DESCRIPTION OF THE ACTION AREA

Elevations within the allotments range from 2, 200 feet to 6,800 feet, with the result that
several distinct vegetation communities are present. Juniper grasslands dominate in the upper
elevations. M ountain browse (chaparral) and desert scrub are significant components in the
lower devations Creosotedominaed communities are asmall part of thetotal acreage, asare
areas of mesqguite bosque.

Range conditionson the allotments were dominated by poor and very poor conditions with half
the areas till in a downward trend according to the 1981 range trend data.

The alotments contained 286 acres of riparian vegetation in 1981, dominated by cottonwood
and willow communities. Floods since that time have altered the structure and location of
significant amounts of the riparian communities. Riparian communities along the Verde River
are limited in area by the narrow canyon floodplains along most of the river in the action area.
Therepea cycleof floading affects devel oping riparian standsand each event dters the pattern
of the community. Community stability is greater in areas with awider floodplain because the
effects of velocity and depth are reduced. The effects of upstream developments on the
floodflows experienced on the Verde River is discussed in the environmenta baseline.

The Verde River is perennia within the action area. Upstream depletions for agriculture and
municipal/industrial purposes have altered the historic flow regime. Gradientsin the river
within the action area are generally steep, resulting in the formation of rapids and riffles. Pool
areas are found between riffles and associated with gravel and cobble bars in the channel. The
narrow floodplain generally restricts meandering, athough in the vicinity of the East Verde
River confluence, Houston Creek, Goat Canyon and below Mule Shoe Bend the wider
floodplain allows for some movement of the active channd. Small, mostly seasonal,
backwaters are found below the East Verde River and Houston Creek confluences with the
Verde River and upstream of Pete's Cabin Mesa (Sullivan and Richardson 1993).

Substrates throughout the reach are reflective of the higher gradient in this portion of the Verde
River. Cobble, gravel and sand areas dominate, yet there are localized areas with sediment
loads higher than desirable. Bank stability in many areas results from the rocky substr ates and
to an extent from the presence of reeds, sedges and horsetail growing the the shallow areas
along the banks. Riparian vegetation also serves to stabilize the banks, as does the annual
herbaceous vegetation in years with sufficient water to support that growth (Sullivan and
Richardson 1993).
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STATUS OF THE SPECIES

Razorback Sucker
Liging History

The razorback sucker was first proposed for listing under the ESA on April 24, 1978, asa
threatened species. The proposed rule was withdrawn on May 27, 1980, due to changes to the
listing process included in the 1978 amendments to the ESA; the amendments required all
listings to be completed within two years of publication of the proposed rule and that deadline
was not met. The 1978 amendments also required that critical habitat be included in the listing
of most species; however, no critical habitat package had been developed for the proposed
listing of the species.

In March 1989, the Service was petitioned by a consortium of environmental groups to list the
razorback sucker as an endangered species. The Service made a positive finding on the
petition in June 1989, that was published in the Federal Register on August 15, 1989. The
finding stated that a status review was in progress and provided for submission of additional
information through D ecember 15, 1989. T he proposed rule to list the species as endangered
was published on May 22, 1990, and the final rule was published on October 23, 1991, with
an effective date of November 22, 1991.

In the final rule to list the razor back sucker as endangered, the Service stated that critical
habitat was not deerminable at the timeof listing. This gave the Service an additional year to
obtain further habitat information. On October 30, 1991, the Service received a notice of
intent to sue from the Sierra Club L egal Defense Fund over failure to designate critical habitat
at the time of listing. After review of additional information available, the Service concluded
on December 6, 1991, that designation of critical habitat was both determinable and prudent.
The proposed rule was published on January 29, 1993. T he final rule was published on March
21, 1994, with an effective date of April 20, 1994. Critical habitat included portions of the
Colorado, Duchesne, Green, Gunnison, San Juan, White, and Y ampa Riversin the Upper
Colorado River Basin; and the Colorado, Gila, Salt, and Verde Riversin the Lower Colorado
River Basin. All critical habitat reaches were considered to be occupied by the species at the
time of the designation.

Species Description

The razorback sucker is the only representative of the genus Xyrauchen and was described
from specimens taken from the "Colorado and New Rivers' (Abbott 1861) and Gila River
(Kirsch 1889) in Arizona. This native sucker is distinguished from all other suckers by the
sharp edged, bony keel that rises ebruptly behind the head. Thebody isrobust with a short
and deep caudal peduncle (Bestgen 1990). The razorback sucker may reach lengths of one
meter and weigh five to six kilograms (Minckley 1973) and are along lived species, reaching
the age of at least the mid-40's (McCarthy and Minckley 1987).

Life History

Life history information for the razorback sucker was recently summarized in the status review
for the species (Bestgen 1990), in Battle Against Extinction: Native Fish Management in the
American West (Minckley and Deacon 1991), and in the biological support document for
critical habitat designaion (USFWS 1993). The life history information presented in this
biological opinion is primarily taken from these sources.
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The razorback sucker was once abundant in the Colorado River and its major tributaries
throughout the Colorado River Basin, occupying 3,500 miles of river in the United States and
Mexico (USFWS 1993). Records from the late 1800' s and early 1900’ s indicated the species
was abundant in the lower Colorado and Gila River drainages (Kirsch 1889, Gilbert and
Scofield 1898, Minckley 1973, Bestgen 1990).

Adult razorback suckers utilize most of the available riverine habitats, although there may be
an avoidance of whitewater type habitats Main channel habitats used tend to below velocity
ones such as pools, edd es nearshare runs, and channds associaded with send or grave bas
(summarized in Bestgen 1990). Backwaters, oxbows, and sloughs wer e well-used habitat areas
adjacent to the main channel; flooded bottomlands are important to the species in the spring
and early summer (summarized in Bestgen 1990). Razorback suckers are somewhat sedantary;
however, considerable movement over a year has been noted in severa studi es (USFWS
1993). Spawning migrations have been observed or inferred in severa locales (Jordan 1891,
Minckley 1973, Osmundson and Kaeding 1989, Bestgen 1990, Tyus and Karp 1990).

Spawning takes place in the late winter to early summer depending upon local water
temperatures. Various studies have presented a range of water temperatures at which
spawning occurs. In genera, temperatures between 10° and 20° centigrade are appropriate for
spawning (summarized in Bestgen 1990). Spawning areas include gravel bars or rocky runsin
the main channel (Tyus and Karp 1990), and flooded bottomlands (Osmundson and Kaeding
1989). Thereisan increased use of higher velocity waters in the spring, although thisis
countered by the movements into warmer, shallower backwaters and inundated bottomlands in
early summer (McAda and Wydoski 1980, Tyus and Karp 1989, Osmundson and Kaeding
1989).

Habita needs of larvad razorback sudkers are not well known. Warm, shallow waer appears
to be important. Shallow shorelines, backwaters, inundated bottomlands and similar areas
have been identified as nursery habitats (Sigler and Miller 1963, M arsh and Minckley 1989,
Tyus and Karp 1989, 1990, Minckley et al. 1991). For the first period of life, larval
razorback suckers are nocturnal and hide during the day. Diet during this period is mostly
plankton (Marsh and Langhorst 1988, Papoulias 1988). Y oung fish grow fairly quickly, with
growth slowing once adult size is reached (McCarty and Minckley 1987). Little is known
about habitat preferences of juvenile razorback suckers.

Population Dynamics

The razorback sucker is adapted to the widdy fluctuating physcal environments characteristic
of riversin the pre-settlement Colorado River Basin. Adults can live 45-50 years and, once
reaching maturity between two and seven years of age (Minckley 1983), apparently produce
viable gametes even when quite old. The ability of razorback suckers to spawn in avariety of
habitats, flows and over along season are also survival adaptations. In the event of several
consecutive years with little or no recruitment (due to either too much or too little water), the
demographics of the population as a whole might shift, but future reproduction would not be
compromised. Average fecundity recorded in studies ranged from 46, 740 to 100,800 eggs per
female (Bestgen 1990). With a varying age of maturity, and the fecundity of the species, it
would be possible to quickly repopulate after a catastrophic loss of adults.

Rangewide Present Status

The razorback sucker was listed as an endangered species due to declining or extirpated
populations throughout the range of the species. The causes of these dedines are changes to
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the biological and physical features of the habitats. The effects of these changes have been
most clearly noted by the amost complete lack of natural recruitment to any population in the
historic range of the species. Populations are generally small and composed of aging adults.

Recovery efforts under the Recovery Implementation Program in the Upper Colorado River
Basin have begun but significant recovery results have net yet been achieved. In the Lower
Colorado River Basin, effortsto rantroduce the species tothe Gila, Sdt and Verde Rive's
have not been successful in establishing self-sustaining populations. Reintroduction efforts
continuein the Verde River. Augmentdaion programsalong the lower Cdorado Rve are
working to replace the aging razorback sucker populations in Lakes Havasu and Mohave with
young fish from protected-site rearing programs. T hese activities may prevent the imminent
extinction of the species in the wild, but appear |ess capable of ensuring long term survival or
recovery. Overdl, the status of the razorback sucker in the wild continues to decline.
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Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

Species Description

Liging History

The Service included the flycatcher on its Animal Notice of Review as a category 2 candidae
species on January 6, 1989 (USFWS 1989). T he southwestern willow flycatcher was proposed
for listing as endangered, with critical habitat, on July 23, 1993 (USFWS 1993). A final rule
listing the southwestern willow flycatcher as endangered was published on February 27, 1995
(USFWS 1995). The listing became effective on March 29, 1995. T he States of California
and New Mexico also list the southwestern willow flycatcher as endangered (California
Department of Fish and Game 1992, and New Mexico Department of Game and Fish 1988).
Thestae of Arizonaconsiders the southwestern willow flycatcher a species of specid concern
(AGFD 1996). Following the review of comments received during the public comment period,
the Service deferred the designation of critical habitat, invoking an extension on this decision
until July 23, 1995. A moratorium on listing actions under the Act passed by Congressin
April 1995 required the Service to cease work on the designation of critical habitat.

The southwestern willow flycacher is a small passerine bird (Order Passeriformes; Family
Tyrannidae) measuring approximately 15 centimeters (5.75 in.) in length from the tip of the
bill to the tip of the tail and weighing only 11 grams (0.4 ounces). It has a grayish-green back
and wings, whitish throat, light gray-olive breast, and pale yellowish belly. Two white
wingbars are visible (juveniles have buffy wingbars). The eyering is faint or absent. The
upper mandible is dark, the lower islight yellow grading to black at the tip.

As its name implies, the willow flycatcher it is an insectivore typically perching on a branch
and making short direct flights, or sallying, to capture flying insects. The southwestern willow
flycatcher is a riparian obligate, nesting along rivers, streams, and other wetlands where dense
growths of willow (Salix sp.), Baccharis, buttonbush (Cephalanthus sp.), boxdder (4cer
negundo), sdtcedar (Tamarix sp.) or other plants ae present, often with ascateed ovastay
of cottonwood (Populus sp.) and/ or willow.

Empidonax traillii extimus 1S one of four currently-recognized willow flycatcher subspecies
(Phillips 1948, Unitt 1987, Browning 1993). It is a neotropical migratory species that breeds
in the southwestern U.S. and migraesto Mexico, Central America, and possibly northern
South America during the non-breeding season (Phillips 1948, Stiles and Skutch 1989,
Peterson 1990, Ridgely and Tudor 1994, Howell and Webb 1995). T he historical range of the
southwestern willow flycatcher induded southern Cdifornia, Arizona, New Mexico, wesern
Texas, southwestern Colorado, southern Utah, extreme souther n Nevada, and extreme
northwestern Mexico (Sonora and Baja)(Unitt 1987).
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Life History

The southwestern willow flycatcher is an insectivor e, foraging within and above dense riparian
vegetation, taking insects on the wing or gleaning them from foliage (Wheelock 1912, Bent
1960). No information is available on specific prey species. However, fecal samples
containing identifiable invertebrate body parts were collected during banding oper ations from
more than 70 southwestern willow flycatchersin California Arizona and southwestern
Colorado (M. Sogge, pers. comm.). These samples could yield important data on prey use at
various locations and timing throughout the br eeding season.

The southwestern willow flycatcher begins arriving on breeding grounds in late April and May
(Sogge and Tibbitts 1992, Sogge et al. 1993, Sogge and Tibbitts 1994, Muiznieks et al. 1994,
Maynard 1995, Sferra et al. 1995). Migration routesare not completely known. However,
willow flycatchers have been documented migrating through specific locaions and drainagesin
Arizonatha do not currently support breeding populaions, including the upper Sen Pedro
River (BLM, unpubl. data), Colorado River through Grand Canyon National Park (Sogge and
Tibbitts 1992, Sogge et al. 1993, Sogge and Tibbitts 1994), lower Colorado River (Muiznieks
et al. 1994, Spencer et al. 1996), Verde River tributaries (Muiznieks et al. 1994), and Cienega
Creek (BLM, in litt.). These observations probably include subspeciesE.t. brewsteri and E.t.
adastus. Empidonax flycatchers rarely sing during fall migration, so that a means of
distinguishing some migrating Empidonax without a specimen is not feasible (Blake 1953,
Peterson and Chalif 1973). However, willow flycatchers have been reported to sing and defend
winter territories in Mexico and Central America (Gorski 1969, McCabe 1991).

Southwestern willow flycatchers begin nesting in late May and early June and fledge young
from late June through mid-August (Willard 1912, Ligon 1961, Brown 1988, Whitfield 1990,
Sogge and Tibbitts 1992, Sogge et al. 1993, Muiznieks et al. 1994, Whitfield 194, Maynad
1995). Southwestern willow flycatchers typically lay three to four eggsin aclutch (range = 2-
5). The breeding cycle, from laying of the first egg to fledging, is approximately 28 days.
Eggs are lad a one-day intervas (Bent 1960, Walkinshav 1966, M cCabe 1991); they are
incubated by the female for approximately 12 days,; and young fledge approximately 12 to 13
days after hatching (King 1955, Harrison 1979). Southwestern willow flycachers typically
raise one brood per year but have been documented raising two broods during one season
(Whitfield 1990). Southwestern willow flycatcher s have also been documented renesting after
nest failure (Whitfield 1990, Sogge and Tibbitts 1992, Sogge et al. 1993, Sogge and Tibbitts
1994, Muiznieks et al. 1994, Whitfield 1994, Whitfield and Strong 1995).

Whitfield, who has accumulated the largest data set on E.t. extimus, reported the following
data on survivorship of adults and young: of 58 nestlings banded since 1993, 21 (36%)
returned to breed; of 57 birds banded as adults (after hatch year) since 1989, 18 (31%)
returned to breed at least one year (10 males, 8 females); five (9%) returned to breed for two
years (all males); and two (3.5%) returned to breed for three years (M. Whitfield, Kern River
Preserve, pers. comm.). Whitfield (1995) also documented statistically significant variation in
return rates of juveniles as a function of fledging date; approximately 21.9% of juveniles
fledged on or before July 20th returned to her study area the following year, whereas only
6.4% of juveniles fledged after July 20th returned thefollowing year.

Walkinshaw (1966), who studied E.z. traillii in Michigan, estimated that 40.9% of the males at
his study site returned to breed for at least two yeas, 22.7% returned for at |least three years,
13.6% returned for at least four years, and & least 4.5% returned during thar fifth year.
Femalereturn rates were subgartidly lower. Only 22.6% returned to breed for oneyear.
Whitfield and Walkinshaw do not incorporate potential emigration rates into their estimates of
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returns and, thus, may under estimate actual survivorship. However, these data are consistent
with survival rates for other passerines (Gill 1990, chap. 21) suggesting that the lifespan of
most E.¢. extimus 1S probably two to three years (i.e. most flycatchers survive to breed one or
two seasons).

Brood parasitism of southwestearn willow flycatcher nestsby the brown-headed cowhird
(Molothrus ater) has been documented throughout the flycatcher' s range (Brown 1988,
Whitfield 1990, Muiznieks et al. 1994, Whitfield 1994, Hull and Parker 1995, M aynard 1995,
Sferra et al. 1995, Sogge 1995b). Cowhbirds lay their eggs in the nests of other species directly
affecting their hosts by reducing nest success. Cowbird parasitism reduces host nest successin
several ways. Cowhbirds may remove some of the host' s eggs, reducing overall fecundity.
Hosts may abandon parasitized nests and attempt to renest, which can result in reduced clutch
sizes, delayed fledging, and reduced overall nesting success and fledgling survivorship
(Whitfield 1994, Whitfield and Strong 1995). Cowbird eggs, which require a shorter
incubation period than those of many passaine hosts, hatch earlier giving cowbird nestlings a
competitive advantage over the host's young for parental care (Bent 1960, McGeen 1972,
Mayfidd 1977, Brittingham and Temple 1983). Where suded, highrates of cowhird
parasitism have coincided with southwestern willow flycatcher population declines (Whitfield
1994, Sogge 1995a, Sogge 1995¢c, Whitfield and Strong 1995), or, at a minimum, resulted in
reduced or complete eliminaion of nesting success (Muiznieks et al. 1994, Whitfield 1994,
Maynard 1995, Sferra et al. 1995, Sogge 1995a, Sogge 1995c, Whitfield and Strong 1995).
Whitfield and Strong (1995) found that flycatcher nestlings fledged after July 20th had a
significantly lower return rate and that cowbird parasitism was often the cause of delayed
fledging.

Habitat Use

The southwestern willow flycacher breeds in dense riparian habitats from sealevd in
California to over 7000 feet in Arizona and southwestern Colorado. Throughout its wide
geographic and elevational range, its riparian habitat can be broadly described based on plant
species composition and habitat structure (Sogge et al. 1997). T hese attributes are among the
most conspicuous components of flycatcher habitat but not necessarily the only important
components. They are easily identified from photographs or during field visits and have been
useful in conceptualizing, selecting, and evaluating suitable survey habitat. Photographs and
accompanying text provided in Sogge et al. (1997) characterize the congderable variation in
habitat structure and plant species composition found at breeding sites throughout the
southwestern willow flycacher's range. Two components tha vary less across this subspecies
range are vegetation density and the presence of surface water. Those and other
characteristics, such as size and shape of habitat patches, are described further below.

Based on the diversity of plant species composition and complexity of habitat structure, four
basic habitat types can bedescribed far the southwestern willow flycatcher. Those types are
described below and should be referenced with photogr aphs provided in Sogge et al. (1997).
When reviewing the habitat descriptions below and applying them to a particular location in the
field, keep in mind that char acteristics of actual breeding sites fall somewhere on a continuum
from monatypic to multiple plart species and from arelativdy smple habitat grudure
characterized by a single vegetation stratum to mor e complex habitat patches characterized by
multiple-strata.

Monotypic willow: Nearly monotypic, dense stands of willow (often S. exigua or S. geyeriana)
3to 7 min height with no distinct overstory layer; usualy very dense structure in at least
lower 2 m; live foliage density is high from the ground to canopy.
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Monotypic exotic: Nealy monatypic, dense standsof exoticssuch as sdtoedar (Tamarisk sp.)
or Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia) 4 to 10 m in height forming a nearly continuous,
closed canopy (with no distinct canopy layer); lower 2 m may be very difficult to penetrate due
to branch density; however live foliage volume may be relatively low from 1 to 2 m above
ground; canopy density uniformly high.

Native broadleaf dominated: Comprised of dense stands of single species (often Goodding's or
other willows) or mixtures of native broadleaf trees and shrubs including, but not limited to,
cottonwood, willows, boxelder, ash, buttonbush, and stinging nettlefrom 4 to 15 m in height;
characterized by trees of different size classes; may have distinct overstory of cottonwood,
willow or other broadled speces with recognizable subcanopy layers and adense undergory
of mixed species; exotic/introduced species may be a rare component, particularly in
understory.

Mixed native/exotic: Dense mixtures of native broadleaf trees and shrubs (such as those listed
above) mixed with exotic species such as tamarisk and Russian olive; exotics are often
primarily in the understory, but may also be acomponent of overstory; the native and exotic
components may be dispersed throughout the habita or concentrated as a distinct patch within
alarger matrix of habitat; overall, a particular site may be dominaed primarily by natives,
exotics, or be amore or less equal mixture.

There are other potentially important dimensions or char acteristics of southwestern willow
flycatcher habitat, including: size, shape, and distribution of vegetation patches; hydrology;
prey types and abundance; par asites; predators; environmental factors (e.g. temper ature,
humidity); and interspecific competition. Underlying these are factor s relating to population
dynamics, such as demography (i.e. birth and death rates, age-specific fecundity), the
distribution of breeding groups across the landscape, flycatcher dispersal patterns, migration
routes, site fidelity, philopatry, and degree of conspecific sociality (e.g. coloniaity). Most of
these atributes are not well undersood far the southwestern willow flycaicher. However,
some of these factors may be critical to understanding current population dynamics and habitat
use. For example, characterizations of suitable breeding habitat may be significanty biased if
observed patterns of habitat use are influenced by intrinsic dispersal patter ns and capabilities
rather than overall habitat quality.

Ultimately, habitat suitability should be measured in terms of reproductive success and
survivorship that result in a positive rate of population growth. Without longterm data that
correlate or experimentally verify which combination of the above dtributes contribute to
population growth, habitat descriptions should be viewed broadly and considered descriptors of
"suitable survey habitat."

The size and shape of occupied ripaian habitat patches vay conddaably. Southwestern
willow flycatchers have been found nesting in patches as small as 0.8 ha (e.g. Grand Canyon)
and as large as severa hundred hectares (e.g. Roosevelt L ake, L ake Mead). When viewed
from above, the mixed vegetation types in particular often appear as a mosaic of plant species
and patch shapes and sizes. In contrast, narrow, linear riparian habitats one or two trees wide
do not appear to contain attributes attr active to nesting flycatchers. However, flycatchers have
been found using these habitats during migration.

Open water, cienegas, marshy seeps, or saturated soil are typically in the vicinity of flycatcher
territories and nests; flycatchers sometimes nest in areas where nesting substrates were in
standing water (Maynard 1995, Sferra et al. 1995, 1997). However, hydrological conditions



Mr. Charles Bazan 11

at a particular site can vary remarkably here in the arid Southwest within a season and between
years. At some locations, particularly during drier years, water or saturated soil is only
present early in the breeding season (i.e. May and part of June). However, the total absence of
water or visibly saturated soil has been documented at severa sites where the river channel has
been modified (e.g. creation of pilot channels), where modification of subsurface flows has
occurred (e.g. agricultural runoff), or as aresult of changesin river channel configuration after
flood events (Soencer et al. 1996).

Nest Placement and Nesting Substrate

Southwestern willow flycatcher nests are open cup structures, approximately 8 cm high and 8
cmwide (outside dimensions), exdudveof any dangling materid at thebottom. Nests are
typically placed in the fork of a branch with the nest cup supported by several small-diameter
vertical stems. The main branch from which the fork originates may be oriented vertically,
horizontally, or at an angle, and stem diameter for the main supporting branch can be as small
as three to four cm. Vertical stems supporting the nest cup are typically one to two cm in
diameter. Occasionally, southwester n willow flycatchers place their nests at the juncture of
stems from separate plants, sometimes different plant species. Those nests are also
characterized by verticdly-oriented stems supporting the nest cup. Spencer et al. (1996)
measured the distance between flycatcher nests and shrub/tree center for 38 nests in monotypic
saltcedar and mixed native broadleaf/ saltcedar habitats. In monotypic satcedar stands (n= 31),
nest placement varied from 0.0 m (center stem of shrub or tree) to 2.5 m. In the mixed
riparian habitat (n= 7), nest placement varied from 0.0 to 3.3 m.

Nest height relative to the base of nest substrate also varies across the southwestern willow
flycatcher' s range and may be correlated with height of nest substrate and/or overall canopy
height. Appendix 1 presents data on nest heights in different riparian habitat types across the
flycatcher's range. Southwestern willow flycatcher nests have been found as low as 0.6 m
above the ground to 14 m above the ground. The data presented in Appendix 1 demaonstrate
that flycatchers using predominantly native broadleaf riparian habitats nest relatively low to the
ground (between 1.8 m and 2.1 m on average), wher eas those using mixed native/exotic and
monotypic exotic riparian habitats nest relatively high above the ground (between 4.3 m and
7.4 m on average).

Higoric egg/nest collectionsand species descriptions from throughout the southwestern
willow flycatcher's range confirm the bird's widespread use of willow for nesting (Phillips
1948, Phillips et al. 1964, Hubbard 1987, Unitt 1987, T. Huels in litt. 1993, San Diego
Natural History Museum 1995). Of the 34 nests found by Brown in 1902 near Y uma on the
lower Colorado and Gilarivers, 33 were in Goodding' s willow and one was in arrowweed.
Data from historic egg collections from southern California and more current studies indicate
that 75 to 80% of nests were placed in willows (San Diego Natural History Museum 1995).
Currently, southwester n willow flycatchers use a wide variety of plant species for nesting
substrates. At the monotypic willow stands that characterize high elevation sites in Arizona,
Geyer willow was used amost exclusively for nesting (Muiznieks et al. 1994). At the inflow
to Lake Mead on the Colorado River, Goodding' s willow was the primary nesting substrate (R.
McKernan unpubl. data). Along a 20-mile stretch of the Gila River in Grant County, New
Mexico, where boxdde is the dominant understory species 76% of flycatcher nests wae
placed in boxelder, with the remainder in Russian olive and saltcedar (Skaggs 1996). At the
inflows of Tonto Creek and Salt River to Roosevelt Lake in Gila County, Arizona, both of
which are comprised of monotypic stands of saltcedar, 100% of flycatcher nests were placed in
saltcedar (Muizniekset al. 1994, Sferra et al. 1995, Spencer et al. 1996, 1997). On the San
Luis Rey River in San Diego County, Cdifornia, approximatdy 90% of flycatcher nests weae
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placed in live oak (Quercus agrifolia), which became the dominant plant species adjacent to the
stream after willows were removed in the 1950s as a water conservation measure and a
reservoir upstream reduced flood frequency and streamflow volume (San Diego Natural
History Museum 1995, W.Haas, pers. comm.). Other plant species that southwestern willow
flycatcher nests have been documented in include: buttonbush, black twinberry (Lonicera
involucrata), Fremont cottonwood, whitealder (Alnus rhombifolia), blackberry (Rubus
ursinus), Russian olive, and Salix hindsiana.

Territory Size

Southwestern willow flycatcher territory size, as defined by song locations of territorial birds,
probably changes with population density, habitat quality, and nesting stage. Early in the
season, territoria flycatchers may move several hundred meters between singing locations
(Sogge et al. 1995, Petterson and Sogge 1996, R. Marshall pers. obs.). It isnot known
whether these movements represent polyterritorial behavior or active defense of the entire area
encompassed by 9ngnglocations However, during incubaion and nestling phases teritory
size, or at least the activity centers of pairs, can be very small and restricted to an area less
than one-half hectare. Sogge er al. 1995 estimated abreeding territory size of 0.2 hafor a pair
of flycatchers occupying a 0.6 ha patch on the Colorado River. Activity centers may expand
after young are fledged but whilestill dependent on adults.

Distribution and Abundance

Unitt (1987) noted that taxonomic confusion between E. trailli and E. alnorum (alder
flycacher) and among othe Empidonax species that migrate through the southwestern U. S.
probably accounted for therelative ladk of research on the southwestern willow flycatcher.
The ader and willow flycatchers, formerly known as Traill's flycatcher, were not officially
recognized as separate species until the American Ornithologist's Union published its sixth
edition Checklist of North American Birds (AOU 1983). The lack of systematic, rangewide
collections of E.t. extimus preclude a complete description of this subspecies former
distribution and abundance. However, the more than 600 egg, nest, and specimen records
available from museums throughout the U. S. in combination with state, county, and local
faunal accounts from the first half of the 20th Century do indicate that, historically, the
southwestern willow flycacher was more widespread and, at least, locally abundant.

Phillips (1948) first described E.t. extimus from a specimen collected by Gale Monson on the
lower San Pedro River near Feldman, AZ. The taxonomic validity of E.t. extimus was
subsequently reviewed by Hubbard (1987), Unitt (1987), and Browning (1993), and has been
accepted by most authors (e.g., Aldrich 1951, Behle and Higgins 1959, Phillips et al. 1964,
Oberholser 1974, Monson and Phillips 1981, Harris et al. 1987, Schlorff 1990, Harris 1991).
Unitt (1987) reviewed historical and contemporary records of E.z. extimus throughout its
range, determining that it had "declined precipitoudly..." and that

although the data reveal no trend in the past few years, the population is clearly
much smaller now than 50 years ago, and no change in the factors responsible
for the decline seem likely.

Overdl, Unitt (1987) documented the loss of more than 70 breeding locations rangewide,
including locations along the periphery and within core drainages that form this subspecies
range. Unitt estimated that, rangewide, the southwestern willow flycatcher population
probably was comprised of 500 to 1000 pairs. Below is a state by state comparison of historic
and current data for the southwestern willow flycatcher. Since 1992 more than 800 historic
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and new |ocations have been surveyed rangewide to document the status of the southwestern
willow flycatcher (some sites in southern Califor nia have been surveyed since the late 1980s).
Survey efforts in most states wer e done under the auspices of the Partners In Flight program,
which served as the coordinating body for survey training sessions and review and synthesis of
data. The extensive and, in some case, intensive nature of these efforts have provided a
critical baseline for the current distribution, abundance, and reproductive success of
southwestern willow flycatchers rangewide.

California

The historic range of E.t. extimus in California apparently included all lowland riparian areas
in the southern third of the state. It was considered a common breeder wher e suitable habitat
existed (Wheelock 1912, Willett 1912, 1933, Grinnel and Miller 1944). Unitt (1984, 1987)
concluded that it was once common in the Los Angeles basin, the San Bernardino/ Riverside
area, and San Diego County. Specimen and egg/nest collections confirm its former
distribution in all coastal counties from San Diego Co. to San Luis Obispo Co., aswell asin
the inland counties, Kern, Inyo, Mohave, San Bernardi no, and Imperial. Unitt (1987)
documented that the flycatcher had been extirpated, or virtually extir pated (i.e., few territories
remaining) from the Santa Clara River (Ventura Co.), L os Angeles River (Los Angeles Co.),
Santa Ana River (Orange and Riverside counties), San Diego River (San Diego Co.), lower
Colorado River (Imperial and Riverside counties and adjacent counties in AZ), Owen's River
(Inyo Co.), and the Mohave Rive (San Bernardino Co.). Its former abundance in Californiais
evident from the 72 egg and nest sets collected in Los Angeles County, alone, between 1890
and 1912, and from Herbert Brown' s 34 nests and nine specimens taken in June of 1902 from
the lower Colorado river near Yuma. Local collections of this magnitude suggest that this
subspecies was lacally very abundant.

Survey and monitoring efforts since the late 1980s have confirmed the southwester n willow
flycatcher's presence at 18 locations on 11 drainages in southern California (including
Colorado River). Current known flycatcher breeding sites are restricted to three counties, San
Diego, Riverside, Santa Barbara, and Kern. Combining survey data for all sites surveyed
since the late 1980s for a composite population estimate, the total known southwester n willow
flycatcher population in southern Californiais 114 territories (Appendix 2). Of the 18 sites
where flycatchers have been documented, 72% (13) contain five or fewer territorial
flycatchers; 22% (four sites) have single pairs, or unmated territorial birds. Only three
drainages are known to have 20 or more flycatcher territories, the San Luis Rey River (San
Diego Co.), South Fork Kern River (Kern Co.), and Santa Y nez River (Santa Barbara Co.).

Permitted and unauthorized activities in riparian habitats continue to adversely affect occupied
flycatcher habitat in southern California. For example, approximately one km of occupied
habitat on the Santa Y nez River in Santa Barbara County was modified or completely
eliminated in 1996 when expansion of agricultural fields resulted in clearing of riparian
vegetation (USFWS in litt.). A programmatic section 7 consultation on Marine Corps Camp
Pendeton resulted in aconsavation target of 20 southwestern willow flycatcher pairs
(Appendix 3). The Base currently has approximately 22 pairs of flycatchers, in contrast to the
348 pairs of the sympatric and endangered least Bell' s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), which
through the Base's conservation efforts increased from alow of 27 pairsin 1984. A section 7
consultation on the operations of Lake Isabella (Kern County) provided for complete, long-
term inundation of the 485-ha South Fork Wildlife Area, also proposed critical habitat for the
flycatcher. TheWildlife Area represents asignificant recovery areaoccupied by 8 to 10 pairs
of flycatchers prior to inundation and lies downstream of one of California’s largest
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southwestern willow flycatcher breeding groups on the Kern River Preserve.
Arizona

Historic records for Arizona indicate the former range of the southwestern willow flycatcher
included portions of al major river systems (Colorado, Salt, Verde, Gila, Santa Cruz, and San
Pedro) and major tributaries, such as the Little Colorado River and headwaters, and White
River. Unitt (1987) noted that "probably the steepest decline in the population levels of
extimus has occurred in Arizona." The bird has been extirpated, or virtualy extir pated from
the SantaCruz River (PimaCo.), upper Sen Pedro River (Cochise Co.), lower San Pedro
River at PZ Ranch (And Co.), Blue Rive (Greenlee Co.), Colaorado River at Lees Ferry
(Coconino Co.), Colorado River (Yuma Co.), GilaRiver (Yuma Co.), and Verde River at
Tuzigoot Bridge (Yavapa Co.). Currently, 150 territories are known from 39 sites along nine
drainages statewide, including the Colorado River (Appendix 2). Asin California, the
mgority of breeding groupsin Arizonaare extremdy sndl; of the 39 siteswhere flycatchers
have been documented, 74% (29) contain fiveor fewer territorial flycatchers. Moreover, 15 to
18% of all sites surveyed in Arizona are comprised of single, unmated territorial birds.

Permitted activities and stochastic events also continue to adversely affect the distribution and
extent of occupied and potential breeding habitat throughout Arizona. The Bureau of
Reclamation's operation of the new conservation space at Roosevelt Lake could tatally
inundate the riparian stands occupied by Arizona's largest breeding group (Appendix 3). Asa
result of Reclamation's operations on the lower Colorado River, the 445-ha Goodding's willow
stand at the inflow to Lake Mead has been partially inundated since September 1995. Despite
partial inundation, approximately eight pairs of flycatchers wer e documented nesting at the
inflow during the 1996 breeding season. As of April 1997, however, inundation of that habitat
was nearly compl ete. Reclamation (1996) projected the mortality of that stand sometime
during 1997 as aresult of prolonged inundation of root crowns (i.e. > two growing seasons).

In June of 1996, a catastr ophic fire destroyed approximately one km of occupied habitat on the
San Pedro River in Pinal County. That fire resulted in the forced dispersal or loss of up to 8
pairs of flycatchers (Paxton et al. 1996). In June of 1995, approximately three miles of
occupied riparian habitat burned on the Gila River in Pinal County (Bureau of Land
Management in /itt.). It isnot known how many flycatchers occupied that location.
Approximately two km of riparian habitat burned in Gréham County inthevidnity of Safford
during 1996. It is not known whether that area was occupied by southwestern willow
flycatchers; however, it was located just downstream of an occupied patch that was partially
eliminated as a result of the section 7 consultation on the Solomon Bridge (Appendix 3). The
anticipated effects of construction of the Solomon Bridge was dispersal of flycatchers into
adjacent habitat. T he capability of adjacent habitat to absorb that dispersal was compromised
by the fire near Safford.

On the Verde River in Clarkdale, a 1.4 ha site surrounding the bridge to Tuzigoot National
Monument supported at least four territorial flycatchers when first discovered in 1992. The
number of flycatchers declined in subsequent years and in 1996 no flycatchers returned to
breed at the Tuzigoot site.

New Mexico
Unitt (1987) considered New Mexico as the state with the greatest number of extimus

remaining. After reviewing the historic status of the flycatcher and its riparian habitat in New
Mexico, Hubbard (1987) concluded,
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[it] is virtually inescapable that a decrease has occurred in the population of
breeding willow flycatchers in New Mexico over historic time. Thisis based on
the fact that wooded sloughs and similar habitats have been widely eliminated
along streams in New Mexico, largely as a result of the activities of man in the
area.

Unitt (1987), Hubbard (1987), and more recent survey efforts have documented extirpation or
virtual extirpation in New Mexico on the San Juan River (San Juan Co.), near Zuni (McKinley
Co.), Blue Water Creek (Cibola Co.), Rio Grande (Dona Ana Co. and Socorro Co.). Survey
and monitoring efforts since 1993 have documented 173 flycatcher territories on eight
drainages (Appendix 2). Approximately 135 of these territories occur in remnant strips of
riparian forest within a 20-mile stretch of the Gila River in Grant Co (Skaggs 1996). Thisarea
contains the largest known breeding group rangewide. Outside of Grant County, however, few
flycatchers remain. Statewide, 84% (16) of the 19 sites with flycatchers contain five or fewer
territorial birds. Six sites are comprised of single pairs or unmated territorial flycatchers, and
six others are comprised of two pairs or two unmated territorial birds.

Texas

ThePecos and Rio Granderivers inwestern Texas are conddered the easternmost boundary
for the southwestern willow flycacher. Unitt (1987) found specimens from four locations in
Brewster, Hudspeth, and Loving counties where the subspecies is no longer believed to be
present. Landowner permission to survey riparian areas on private property has not been
obtained, thus current, systematic survey datais not available for Texas. There have been no
other recent reports, anecdotal or incidental, of willow flycatcher breeding attempts in the
portion of western T exas where E.t. extimus occurred historically. Given that surveysin
adjacent Dona Ana County, New Mexico, have failed to document breeding along historically-
occupied partions of the Rio Grande, the Servicebdievesitis likdy tha the southwestern
willow flycatcher has been extirpated from Texas.

Colorado

The taxonomic status and the historic distribution and abundance of willow flycatchers in
southwestern Colorado remains unclear due to a lack of specimen data and breeding records.
Preliminary data on song dial ects suggests that the few birds recently documented in
southwestern Colorado may be E.t. extimus. These sightings have prompted State and Federal
agencies to ddineae provisiond boundaries for E.t. extimus and sponsor statewide survey
efforts. Survey efforts since 1993 have documented a total of six locations in Delta, Mesa, and
San Miguel counties where willow flycatchers have been found (Appendix 2). Two locations
have single, unmated males; two locations have single pairs, and the remaining two locations
are comprised of four to seven territories each.

On March 9, 1997, afire started by an adjacent landowner burned a 32-ha portion of the
Escalante Wildlife Area near Delta, Colorado. T hat location comprised one of the largest
known breeding sitesfor willow flycatchersin Colorado with gopraximatdy seven pars
occupying the site in 1996.

Utah
Specimen data reveal that E.7. extimus historically occurred in southern Utah along the

Colorado River, San Juan River, Kanab Creek, Virgin River, and Santa Clara River (Unitt
1987). The northern boundary of E.t. extimus in south-central Utah remains unclear due to a
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lack of specimen data from that region. The southwestern willow flycaicher no longer occurs
along the Colorado River in Glen Canyon wher e Lake Powell inundated historically-occupied
habitat, nor in unflooded portions of Glen Canyon near Lee's Ferry where flycatchers were
documented nesting in 1938. Similarly, recent surveys on the Virgin River and tributaries and
Kanab Creek have failed to document the presence of flycatchers (McDonald et al. 1995).
Single, territorial males and possibly a pair of flycatchers were documented at two locations on
the San Juan River (San Juan Co.) in 1995, but breeding was not confirmed (Sogge 1995b,
R.Marshall, pers. obs.). The population totals for Utah are summarized in Appendix 2.

Nevada

Unitt (1987) documented three locations in Clark County from which E.t. extimus had been
collected, but not found after 1970. Current survey efforts have documented a single location
with two unmated males on the Virgin River in Clark County (Tomlinson in /litt.)(Appendix 2).

Rangewide Status

Rangewide, the current known population of southwestern willow flycatchers stands at
approximately 454 territories (Appendix 2). These results indicate a critical population status;
more than 75% of the locations wher e flycatchers have been found are comprised of five or
fewer territoria birds and up to 20% of the locations are comprised of single, unmated
individuals. The distribution of breeding groupsis highly fragmented, with groups often
separated by considerable distances (e.g., approximately 88 km straight-line distance between
breeding flycatchers at Roosevelt Lake, Gila Co., AZ, and the next closest breeding groups
known on either the San Pedro River (Pinal Co.) or Verde River (Yavapa Co.). Additional
survey effort, particularly in southern California, may discover additional small breeding
groups. However, rangewide survey efforts have yielded positive results in less than 10% of
surveyed locations. Moreover, survey results reveal a consistent pattern rangewide: the
southwestern willow flycatcher population as a whole is comprised of extremely small, widely-
separated breeding groups or unmated flycatchers.

The data presented in Appendix 2 represents a composite of surveys conducted since 1992.
Locations that had flycatchers for only one year were tabulated as if the location is still extant.
Given that extirpation has been documented at several locations during the survey period, this
method of analyses introduces a bias that may overestimate the number of breeding groups and
overall population size. In addition, females have been documented singing as frequently as
males. Because the established survey method relies on singing bir ds as the entity defining a
territory (Tibbitts et al. 1994), double-counting may be another source of sampling error that
biases population estimates upward. The figure of 454 southwestern willow flycatcher
territories is an approximation based on considerable survey effort, both extensive and
intensive. Given sampling errors that may bias population estimates positively or negatively
(e.g., incomplete survey effort, double-counting males/females, composite tabulation
methodology), natura population fluctuation, and random events, it is likely that the total
population of E.t. extimus is fluctuating at between 300 and 500 territories with a substantial
proportion of individuals remaining unmated. This figure is alarming because even if al
extant sites were fully protected, at such low population levels random demographic,
environmental, and genetic events could lead to extirpation of breeding groups and eventually
render this species extinct. The high proportion of unmated individuals documented during
recent survey efforts suggests the southwestern willow flycatcher may already be subject to a
combination of these factors (e.g., uneven sex ratios, low probability of finding matesin a
highly fragmented landscape).
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Southwestern Willow Flycatcher Reproductive Success

Intensive nest monitoring efforts in California, Arizona, and New Mexico have reveal el that:
(1) sites with both relatively large and small numbers of pairs have experienced extremely high
rates of brood parasitism; (2) high levels of cowbird parasitism in combination with nest loss
due to predation have resulted in low reproductive success and, in some cases, population
declines; (3) at some sites, levels of cowbird parasitism remain high across years, while at
others parasitism varies temporally with cowbirds absent in some years; (4) the probability of
a flycatcher successfully fledging its own young from a nest that has been parasitized by
cowbirdsislow (i.e., < 5%); (5) cowbird parasitism and/or nest loss due to predation often
result in reduced fecundity in subsequent nesting attempts, delayed fledging, and reduced
survivorship of late-fledged young; and (6) nest loss due to predation appears more constant
from year to year and across sites, generally in the range of 30 to 50%.

On the South Fork Kern River (Kern Co., CA), Whitfield (1993) documented a precipitous
decline in the flycatcher breeding population from 1989 to 1993 (44 to 27 pairs). During that
same period cowbird parasitism rates between 50 and 80 percent were also documented
(Whitfield 1993) (Appendix 4). A cowbird trapping program initiated in 1993 reduced
cowbird parasitism ratesto < 20%. Flycatcher population number s appear to have stabilized
at 32 to 34 pairsin 1993, 1994, and 1995 (Whitfield 1994, Whitfield and Strong 1995).
Predation rates have remained relatively constant in the range of 33 to 47% (Appendix 4).
Flycatcher nest success increased from 26% prior to cowbird trapping to 48% after trapping
was implemented (Whitfield and Srong 1995). In addition, the number of young fledged also
increased from 1.01 young/pair to 1.73 young/ pair during the same period.

Whitfield and Strong (1995) found that, besides lowering nest success, fecundity, and the
number of young produced, cowbird parasitism may also lower survivorship of flycatcher
young fledged late in the season. Southwestern willow flycatcher s that abandon parasitized
nests or renest after fledging cowbirds lay fewe eggs in subsequent clutches and, if successful,
fledgeflycatcher young lae in the season. Whitfield and Srong deermined that cowhird
parasitism delayed successful flycatcher nesting by at least 13 days and this delay resulted in
significantly different return rates of juveniles. Only 6.4% of flycatcher young that came from
late nests were recaptured in subsequent years, whereas 21.9% of young that came from early
nests were recaptured. |If these recapture rates mirror actual survivorship, then even though
some parasitized flycatchers eventually fledge their own young, nest loss due to parasitism or
depredation may have the more insidious effect of reducing overall juvenile survivorship.
Despite the cowbird trapping program and increased reproductive success, Whitfield has not
observed a population increase at her study area. Whitfield and Strong (1995) speculate that
other factors in addition to cowbird parasitism, such as habitat oss and pesticide use on
wintering grounds and/ or stochastic events such as storms resulting in mortality, may be
keeping population numbers low.

The number of unmated, territorial flycatchers and paired flycatchers detected on the Colorado
River in the Grand Canyon has remained low since monitoring began in 1982. Brown (1994)
reported that at least 50% of flycatcher nests monitored in the Grand Canyon between 1982
and 1987 were parasitized by brown-headed cowbirds. Brown (1994) did not report data on
productivity. Given that the probability of successfully fledging a singe flycatcher chick is
low when a nest is parasitized and the high proportion of nests parasitized during Brown's
study, it is likely that flycatcher productivity during that period was also low. In 1992, when
comprehensive nest monitoring was initiated, two pairs were present, with only one
establishing anest. That nest successfully fledged three flycatchers (Sogge and Tibbitts 1992).
In 1993, one breeding pair, one male with two females, and six unpaired males wer e detected.
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Three nests were found, all of which were parasitized by brown-headed cowbirds (Appendix
4). No flycatchers were successfully reared in Grand Canyon in 1993 (Sogge et al. 1993).
Four pars and one unpaired mde occupied Grand Canyonin 1994. Ninenestswere
attempted, at least four of which were parasitized by cowbirds. All nesting attempts eventually
failed due to predation or abandonment (Sogge and Tibbitts 1994). In 1995, one breeding pair
and three unpaired males were detected (Sogge ef al. 1995). One nest was found with a singe
cowbird egg on May 23. On June 4, three flycatcher eggs were present, but the cowbird egg
was missing. That nest successfully fledged one flycatcher. In summary, since 1992, 10
known pairs of willow flycatchers have made 14 nesting attempts in the Grand Canyon, two of
which successfully fledged atotal of four flycatchers. Thislow rate of reproduction indicates
that, even with the protections provided annually by the National Park Service (i.e., camping
and other activities are prohibited at flycatcher breeding sites), this areais a population sink
(Pulliam 1988) where reproduction is not adequate to replace adults and population persistence
requires emigration from other breeding areas.

On the Verde River in Yavapa Co., Arizona, Ohmart (pers. comm.) discovered four pairs of
flycatchersin 1992 at Clarkdale. The breeding status and repr oductive success of those birds
was not determined. In 1993, two pairs were present and one nest was documented. T he nest
contained a single cowbird nestling and eventually failed (Muiznieks et al. 1994) (Appendix 4).
In 1994, two pairs and one unpaired male were present. Two nests were found, one of which
successfully fledged two flycatchers, the other fledged a single cowbird (Sferra et al. 1995).
Data from a more limited monitoring effort in 1995 indicate that two unpaired males occupied
the Clarkdale site (Sogge 19954). Surveys during the 1996 breeding season failed to detect any
southwestern willow flycatchers at the Clarkdale site. However, one nesting pair of
flycatchers was discovered at Tavasci Mar sh approximately 2.4 km east of the Clarkdale site.
Thus, although gnce its discovery the Clarkdde dtehas had only sverd pars, cowhird
parasitism and nest loss due to depredation resulted in poor reproductive success and may have
been responsible for abandonment or extir pation at this site.

Elsewhere in Arizona, population loss or undetected dispersal of breeding groups has been
documented since 1993. For example, surveysin 1993 estimated five territorial males at
Dudleyville Crossing on the San Pedro River (Pinal Co.). However, surveysin 1994 and 1995
failed to detect any flycatchers at that location (Muizniekset al. 1994, Sferra et al. 1995,
Spencer et al. 1996). Flycatchers deededin 1993 at Soza Wash on the San Pedro River were
not detected in followup surveysin 1995, and a flycatcher observed at Ister Flat on the Verde
River was not detected in followup surveys during 1994. It is not known whether these events
represent mortality of flycatchers, changes in habitat quality, or ssimply a vagile tendency
inherent to this species. At other locations on the San Pedro River in Pina Co., such as
Cook's Lake and PZ Ranch, flycatcher breeding group size has remained stable. However, in
1996 a catastrophic fire destroyed much of the breeding habitat & PZ Ranch resulting in nest
loss, abandonment of that site and, perhaps, mortality of adults (Paxton et al. 1996).

On the Little Colorado River in Apache Co., AZ, a cowbird parasitism rate of 22% was
documented in 1994 (Appendix 4). In 1995 the parasitism rate was zero, but in 1996 it
increased to 57% (Sferra et al. 1997). Nest loss due to depredation, however, has remained
relatively constant (Appendix 4). On the Rio Grande in Socorro County, New Mexico,
parasitism rates increased from 20% in 1994 to 66% in 1995. In 1996, water was diverted
above that breeding location and no flycatchers were present (D.Leal, pers. comm.). Itisnot
known whether those birds disper sed elsewhere or if that breeding group was extirpated.
Finally, on the Gila River in Grant County, New Mexico, Skaggs (1995) monitored 46 nests
from a breeding group of approximately 135 pars. From a subset of 25 nests whose contents
were checked directly or inferred through observation, Skaggs estimated a cowbird parasitism
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rate of between 16 and 27% for 1995 (Appendix 4).

The data presented above and in Appendix 4 demonstrate that cowbird parasitism and nes
depredation are affecting southwestern willow flycatcher s throughout their range. Cowbirds
have been documented at more than 90% of sites surveyed (Sogge and Tibbitts 1992, Sogge et
al. 1993, Camp Pendleton 1994, Muiznieks et al. 1994, Sogge and Tibbitts 1994, T. Ireland
1994 in litt., Whitfield 1994, C. Tomlinson 1995 in litt., Griffith and Griffith 1995, Holmgren
and Collins 1995, Kus 1995, Maynard 1995, M cDonald et al. 1995, Sferra et al. 1995, 1997,
Sogge 19953, Sogge 1995b, Sogge et al. 1995, Cooper 1996, San Diego Naurd History
Museum 1995, Stransky 1995, Whitfield and Strong 1995, Griffith and Griffith 1996 in litt.,
Skaggs 1996, Spencer et al. 1996. T hus, the potential for cowbirds to be a persistent and
widespread threat remains high. Cowbird trapping has been demonstrated to be an effective
management strategy for increasing reproductive success for the southwestern willow
flycatcher as well as for other endanger ed passerines (e.g., least Bell's vireo [ Vireo bellii
pusillus)], black-capped vireo [V. atricapillus], golden-cheeked warbler [Dendroica
chrysoparial. It may also benefit juvenile survivorship by increasing the probability that
parents fledge birds early in the season. Expansion of cowbird management programs has the
potential to not only increase reproductive output and juvenile survivorship at source
populations, but aso to potentially convert small, sink populations into breeding groups that
contribute to population growth and expansion.

Nest loss due to predation is common among small passerines. The rates documented for
southwestern willow flycatchers are also typical for small passerines (i.e., rates < 50%).
However, even at these "typical” levels nest loss due to predation is a significant factor
contributing to low repr oductive success. Nest predation presents a difficult management
challenge, because of the variety of potential taxa involved and the difficulty in developing an
effective management plan for more than one taxon. Until specific predators on southwestern
willow flycatcher nests are identified, measures to reduce potential predator populations should
focus on reducing human activities that attract predator s, such as camping, picnicking, etc.
where pets are loose and refuse is concentrated.

ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE

The environmental baselineincludes past and present impacts of all Federal, State, and private
actions in the action area, the anticipated impacts of all proposed Federal actions in the action
area that have undergone formal or early section 7 consultation, and the impact of State and
private actions which are contemporaneous with the consultation process. The environmental
baseline defines the current status of the species and its habitat in the action area to provide a
platform to assess the effects of the action now under consultation.

The portion of the Verde River and its watershed found in the action area is pat of the middle
or lower water shed area and is thus influenced by activities taking place upstream as well as
those within the immediate area. The Verde River water shed supports a variety of land uses
that have had considerable effect on flows and the physicd parameters of the river and its
channel. The baseline conditions in the Verde River were reviewed and discussed in Sullivan
and Richardson (1993) and information from that discussion is briefly summarized in the
following section.

Land uses in the Verde River water shed that have had effects to the river include mining
(including sand and gravel), livestock grazing, irrigated agriculture, and urban development.
Some land uses alter the characteristics of the watershed thr ough changes in vegetation cover
and community components, compaction of soils, and the resultant changes to runoff and
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retention patterns for rainfall or snowmelt events. Changes to sediment loads coming off the
watershed are dsoto be expected from these uses Once thesealtered flowsreach therive,
changes to the hydrograph, especially in regard to flood events, are observed. Increased
runoff over a set period tranglates to higher flow velocities that affect patterns of erosion and
deposition of substrate materials, movements of the active channel, and establishment of
riparian vegetation along the banks and terraces. Activitiesin the riparian area, such as
livestock grazing, that reduce the vigor of riparian plant species, contribute to bank instability
and increase the risk of damage from a high flow event.

Development of irrigated agriculture and municipal/industrial water supplies from the river
flows has a significant effect on the historic hydrograph. Creation of diversion dams and water
storage reservoirs ater aquatic habitats both upstream and downstream of the structure.

During some high water use periods, virtually the entire flow of the Verde River is diverted
abovetheaction area Irrigation returnflows, spring and aquifer inflows, and tributary
sources replenish the flows to some extent, but the resultant pattern may not be comparable to
the historic hydrograph. Changes in flood flows from changes to the watershed also influence
flows & cetan times of the year.

It is extremely difficult to quantify the changes to the Verde Rive that have resulted from past
and ongoing activities on the watershed and in the river itself. Sufficient information for a pre-
effect analysisis lacking. The large size of the watershed area also means that there are many
on the ground actions taking place, and while the effects of one may not appear to be
significant, the combined effects often are. Segregating out one effect, in one area, from the
background of combined effects is not possible within the scope of this biological opinion.

That should not be construed to say that the effeds of any individual action are not important,
merely that it is difficult to isolate the spedfic effects.

The Verde River water shed is dominated by federally owned lands, particularly Forest Service
lands. There are also several Federal programs that are not land based that have been
implemented in the watershed. An example is the Federal Emergency Management Agency
and Natural Resources Conser vation Service flood damage repair programs. All activities on
Federal lands or implemented through Federal programs require consultation under the ESA to
assess the effects of the action on listed species. Consultation on the land management plan for
the Tonto National Forest addressed, in a general sense, the effects of multiple-use
management on the listed species. For livestock grazing, biological opinions have been
prepared for some allotments, especially those that border the Verde River, and concur rences
with findingsof may affect, nat likdy to adversdy dfect have been provided on otherswheae
appropriate. Other biological opinions addr essed bank stabilization in the Cottonwood/Camp
Verde area, bridge construction, and new water diversions or exchanges.

Status of the Razorback Sucker in the Action Area

Therazorback sudker was a sgnificant part of the higoric fish faunaof the Verde River.
Declines in the population were noted in the early part of the century, and the last fish to be
recorded was taken from Peck's Lake in 1954 (Minckley 1973). In 1980, a memorandum of
understanding was signed by Arizona Game and Fish D epartment and the Service to stock
razorback suckersinto the Gila, Salt and Verde Rivers in an effort to restore the populations to
those portions of the historic range. Early stockings were made with very small, juvenile fish
and due to very high predation rates on the released fish by resident non-native fish species,
were considered largely unsuccessful. In recent years, larger fish (approximately 250
millimeters total length) have been used instead to reduce predation risks. The stocking
program and its results was recently reviewed by Hendrickson (1993).
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Stockings were made throughout the Verde River including portions of the river in the project
area. Recaptures have been made in most stocking locations, mostly soon after the stocking
took place, generally in pools or other sheltered habitats (Hendrickson 1993).

Using telemetry, habitat use by the larger stocked razorback suckers in the Verde River has
been studied. Razorback suckers tend to move downstream after release. L arger fish did not
move as much from the stocking site as did smaller fish (Clarkson et al. 1993). D eeper water
areas in the river, sand bottomed substrates, and lower velocities were selected proportionately
higher than their occurrence in the system (Clarkson et al. 1993).

The population of razorback suckersin the Verde River is probably very small. The stocking
of sub-adults in recent years has improved survivorship of stocked fish. As these fish mature,
it would be expected that spawning areas would be selected in suitable habitats within the
Verde River. The location of such areas is difficult to predict but could occur anywhere the
proper subdratesare available. Backwaers and shallow nearshore areas could provide nursery
habitat for young fish. Predation would continue to be a problem for survival of young
razorback suckers.

Razorback Sucker Critical Habitat

The Verde River and its 100-year floodplain through the project area were designated as
critical habitat for the razorback sucker. Not all lands within the designated boundaries is
considered to meet the criteriafor critical habitat, that is, meeting one or more of the
constituent elements that were deemed essential to spedes conservation. Constituent elements
indude water, physcd habitat, and biologicd environment. Addtiond sdedion criteriawere
also developed during the designation process to addr ess the special needs of the razorback
sucker. These criteria were: (1) the presence of known or suspected wild spawning
populations; (2) areas where juvenile razorback suckers had been collected or which could
provide suitable nursery habitats; (3) areas presently or historically occupied that had the
potential for establishment of a population; (4) areas required to maintain rangewide
distribution under a diversity of physical, chemical and biological conditions; and (5) areas in
need of Pecid management to providefor thesurvivd and recovery of therazorback sudker.

Although the historic conditions in the Verde River have been altered by water and land uses in
thewaershed, therive continues to have flows and physcd habitat conditionstha are
suitable for the development of a razorback sucker population. Suitable habitat for al life
stages appears to be present. Normal flooding in the Verde River occurs during the spawning
period of the razorback sucker, thereby providing flooded bottomlands that have been shown to
be important to young fish.

It isin the area of biological environment that the Verde River, like most rivers within the
historic range of the razorback sucker, has significant deficiencies. The lower portion of the
Verde River, which includes the project area, is dominated by non-native fish species that have
been implicated in the declines of the razorback sucker populations throughout the historic
range. In addition, the introduction of these non-native fish speciesis likely also responsible
for the introduction of the parasitic copepod Lernaea to the river. The presence of this
copepod may have an effect on the survival of sub-adult and adult razorback suckers (Clarkson
et a. 1993).

Status of the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher in the Project Area

No current flycatcher survey data is available for the Skeleton Ridge allotment. The BAE
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indicates that surveys were conducted in 1993 by the Arizona Game and Fish Department and
in 1994 by the Forest Service, but no indication of the locations, extent, timing, or number of
vigits is provided.

Of the three locations on the Verde River wher e southwestern willow flycatchers have been
documented since 1993, only one location is extant. Approximately 9.6 km south of the
Skeleton Ridge allotment a angle flycatcher was detected at Ister Flat during 1993 surveys.
No flycatchers have been detected at that location since 1993. Two other flycatcher breeding
groups have been documented approximately 32 km (Camp Verde) and 58 km (Clarkdale)
northwest of the allotment. The Clarkdale site was extirpated in 1996. The Camp Verde site
remains extant with approximately six flycatcher territories. Of 13 nest attempts during 1996
at the Camp Verde site, nine (69%) failed. Six nests (46%) were parasitized by brown-headed
cowbirds.

Effects of the Action
General Effects of Livestock Grazing

The effects of livestock grazing on riparian and aquatic habitats has been well documented and
discussed in recent years (Platts 1990, Meehan 1991, Fleischner 1994). Effects can be
categorized into upland/watershed effects, streambank effects, streamflow and channel effects
and effects to riparian vegetation. The references cited above and in the BAE for this project
goes into greater detail on these effects and those discussions are incor porated here by
reference.

Unsatisfactory range and watershed conditions due to past overgrazing contribute to changes in
overland flows and sediment transport to the river. Soil compaction, changes to root structures
in overused plants, changes in plant species composition and overall biomass and loss of soil
from erosion can result from overuse by livestock. In some cases, restoration of the historic
condition may not be possible within a reasonable time period.

Along rivers and streams, congregation by livestock causes mechanical damage to shorelines
and banks, soil compaction, possible overuse of riparian plant species, and increased nutrient
loading. There may also be direct effects to individual fish through trampling. Trampling and
sediment inflow from mechanical damage on banks can also affect popuations of aquatic
invertebrates that provide food for the fish spedes.

Some degree of streamflow and stream channel morphology changes can be attributed to
livestock grazing through the effects grazing has on the waershed and riparian areas.
Watershed conditions in the watershed within the action area are generally not satisfactory, and
for much of the watershed, there are few other land use activities except livestock grazing to
account for these condtions Any efects from livestock use of upands or riparian areas ae
additive to the effects from forest practices, livestock grazing, water diversions, urban
development and other actions on the watershed upstream. The effects to downstream reaches
are the sum of all upstream effects plus effects from the area under review.

Effects to Habitats in the Project Area (Direct and Indrect)
Range and Watershed Condition

Range and watershed conditions on these dlotments in the 1960's to 1980's were generally
declining or static. In 1981, 49 percent of the range was in a downward trend, and 33 percent
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was static. Very poor conditions were found on 28 percent of the range, poor conditions on 54
percent, fair conditions on 14 percent and only four percent was in good condition. Readings
taken on a variety of indicators since then have indicated that the management changes
instituted in 1985 and 1990 have resulted in improvements to conditions at nine of twelve
monitoring locations. The improvements have been in increased vegetative groundcover and
litter, improved plant vigor and an increase in the diversity of desired species.

The proposed action does not alter the management as established in 1990. The Forest Service
believes that mantaining the improved management will continue to provide improvement to
range trend and conditions. This may well be true, however, by continuing to graze on the
watershed, some measure of recovery of these vegetative communitiesis foregone. This
results in maintaining the range at a less than its potential. Runoff from storms may be higher
than would be seen in an ungrazed situation because considerable biomass is being removed by
livestock and there is at least localized trampling and compaction of soils. Sediment loads off
the somewhat erosive soils on the watershed is also increased.

Riparian Condition

The establishment of riparian areas along the Verde River in the action area is heavily
influenced by the narrow floodplain available for most of the length of the river and the
periodic high waters that come with flood events. The gradient of the river is higher in the
area of the propased action, so velocitiesare higher and erosive forces moreintense. Maure
stands of cottonwood or willow are not often seen; however, regeneration of young treesis
common.

For the heifer herd (20-30 animals), riparian areas are accessible in Powerhouse and Hot
Springs Pastures during the winter and spring (October to May) and at two locations in the
Childs Pasture during the summer or fall (June to September). Dense stands of young willow
were noted on the floodplains through this area (Sullivan and Richardson 1993). Whether
these young trees survived the later flooding, their presence indicates that conditions for
establishment of similar stands in the future exists Access to the riparian areas in thisreach is
largely through the two Skeleton Ridge pastures and would occur in the winter and spring.

Summer use of the Child's Pasture would have effects to riparian vegetation in that portion of
the Verde River. Use would be in two years out of three. Although accessis limited to two
points, livestock can use some amount of the surrounding area as well. The livestock would be
in the pasture for four months, and while 20-30 head is not alarge number, even a small
number of livestock, in asmall area, can do considerable damage to growing riparian
vegetation. If insufficient vegetative growth is retained by the plants, their vigor may be
reduced and their ability to hold during floods compromised. For the Power house and Hot
Spring Pastures, used during the winter and spring, there is concern that overuse of newly
growing riparian plants could occur, reducing the opportunity for bank stability, i nfluencing
sediment loads, and reducing the opportunity for the riparian area to develop. Plants may still
be growing well at the start of this peiod and depending upon the conditions of the uplands,
livestock may elect to remain at the more lush riparian sites. Because these pastures do not
have fences baring access to the river, livestock could remain inthe area for the entire length
of the season. For part of that, riparian vegetation is dormant and use likely is miminal during
this period. Plants that have been too heavily grazed do not acquire those resources at the
same rate as ungrazed plants. Mechanical damage from hoof shear, trampling and soil
compaction is not a significant issue in these pastures because of the predominance of rock,
cobble and boulder substrates (Sullivan and Richardson 1993).
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In the Skeleton Ridge Allotment, the Black Ridge/Houston Basin Pagure is alternatively
grazed early (March-June) or late (July-November) for the main herd (cows and calves).
Thereisriver access along the entire reach, including the area on the opposite side of the river
from the Child's Pasture. T he steep topography limits the amount of floodplain present in this
reach, although thereis awider channel downstream of Fossil Creek that provides for some
meandering, and allows for riparian vegetation to develop. Cottonwood trees are on the lower
terraces and narrow stringers of willowsare als lining the banks. Thesewillows are
especialy prone to flood damage. Livestock can remain in the riparian areas for three and
one-half months early or late in the season. As stated previously, overuse of riparian plants
has effects to plant vigor and grazing over the growing season may not allow for sufficient
regrowth befor e the dormant period to provide for the next year' s growth. The present grazing
strategy does allow for ayear of rest, in which plants may grow for a full year with no grazing
pressure from livestock on this allotment. The only exception would be if Child's Pasture was
In use and the river on both sides coud be reached. The river channel in this pagure is aso
resistant to mechanicd damage due to the rock, cobble and boulder substrates that dominate
the reach.

The Pete' s Cabin Pasture is used every year from October to March. Access to the Verde
River exists through most of the pasture, with local exceptions due to steep cliffs or other
natural barriers. As with the upstream reaches, the topography limits the extent of floodplain
riparian vegetation present, however, some mor e mature stands were identified in 1993
(Sullivan and Richardson 1993), but flooding since then may have removed or altered the
stands. Winter use of the riparian areas is probably the least damaging since growth has
stopped and there is little palatable forage on the trees. Also, the season of use influences the
degree to which livestock tend to congregate in the riparian areas. Sullivan and Richardson
(1993) observed signs of livestock use on the upper terraces but no significant use of the lower
riparian. While considerable areas of the reach are dominated by rock, cobble, and boulder
substrates, there are some areas of soft banks that are naturally erosive. These contribute
sediment to the river and are more vulnerable to the effects of mechanical damage. Use of the
pasture during the winter when rains are more likely to occur, increases the risk to these banks
because moisture makes them easier to damage.

Aquatic Habitats

Aquatic habitats in the Verde River reach contained in the allotments are a mix of high
gradient reaches with rapids and riffles, pools, backwaters and ephemera inundated
floodplains formed by overbank flows. Substrates are diverse and bank stability varies
considerably. The higher velocities move sediments through the system except when overbank
flooding provides low velocity, shallow areas where sediments can be deposited.

Although adapted to large rivers, razorback suckers actually use specific types of habitat within
the river. Fast water, rapids, and shallow riffles are not preferred. Pools, side channels, mid-
channd bas, backwaters, and flooded battomlands are more preferred. Spawning habitas ae
gravel/cobble bars or beaches. Nursery areas include backwaters and flooded bottomlands.
Livestock can affect these types of habitats in several ways.

While some of the overbank flooding areas are dominaed by rocks that ect to slow the water,
the combination of rocks and riparian vegetation is more effective. T he riparian vegetation
provides structure and breaks up the water flow in addition to providing a source of nutrients
to theriver. Overuse of these areas that results in weakened plants tha are less able to hold
position and slow the flows, or reduces the biomass of the plants and thus the ability to slow
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flows and hold sediment, reduces the value of these areas to fish.

Nearshore shallow waters and backwaters are likely to provide habitat for young razor back
suckers in the future. The stocking of sub-adult fish provides opportunity for establishment of
spawning populations. T here is no evidence to suggest that the Verde River in the action area
Is more or less suitable for spawning or nursery habitat than other reaches. Livestock standing
in water disturb substrates and instream cover for small fish and localized water quality
degradation, especially in slow or non-flowing waters. Injury to larger fish from trampling is
also possible.

Aquatic habitats are also affected indirectly by livestock use of the watershed and riparian
areas. Poor watershed condition and increased sediment loads from the watershed or unstable
banks alter stream channel morphology and natural flows. Changes to the configuration of the
stream, the placement of pools, riffles and backwaters, depth of stream and degree of braiding,
instream cover, and substrates are all influenced by flows off the watershed. Degraded
riparian conditions also factor into the discussion and are also part of changes to how a flood
affects a particular reach of stream.

Nutrient cycling and resource availability are also affected within the river. Reduced riparian
vegetation reduces the input of invertebr ates and vegetative material to the river. Vegetative
materials are a primary source of food for various aquatic invertebr ates, and, in a decayed
state, to some fish including the razorback sucker. Altered flood flows may remove this
material very quickly from the area and thus affect available resources. Increased sediment
loads can reduce habitat for invertebrates that prefer clean gravel or rock substrates, also
reducing biomass available. Nutrient loads coming off the watershed or deposited in the river
due to livestock being present influence productivity of the system.

Interrel ated/ Interdependent Actions

As part of the analysis of the direct effects, the Service must include the effects of other actions
that are related in some manner to the proposed action under consultation. These types of
actions can be private, State or Federal actions. Interrelated actions are part of alarger action
and depend upon the larger action for their justification. Interdependent actions are those
having no independent utility apart from the proposed action. T he determination as to whether
an action falls into one of these two catagories is made based on whether the project would
occur "but for™ the proposed action. Federal actions that are shown to be interrelated or
interdependent are incorparated into the effects of the proposed action, non-Federal actions are
examined separately.

For the proposed action, no interrelated or inter dependent actions have been identified.
Additional fences or developed waters are not part of the proposed action having already been
completed athough these facilities will require regular maintenence. Roads and other
transportation facilities are not expected to change and are used by parties other than the
permittee so are not singularly tied to the action to allow livestock grazing on the allotments.
Effects of these actions should not be significant.

Critical Habitat

Effects to the constituent elements and special seledtion criteria have largely been described in

the preceeding discussion. Continuation of the livestock grazing on the two allotments allows

for some degree of continued degradation or foregone restor ation opportunities in the river and
floodplain.
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Summary of Effects for the Razorback Sucker

The effects of permitting livestock grazing on the Skeleton Ridge/lke's Backbone Allotments
include effects to watershed condition, riparian condition, and aquatic habitats. T he effects of
the proposed action are difficult to separate from the combined effects from other actions in the
watershed of the Verde River. These combined effects likely have a considerable influence on
the flows and flow patterns of the Verde River, the sediment loads, and oppor tunity for
riparian restoration in the reach. Further complicating the analysis is the topography of the
reach itself, which for most of the length is not conducive to establishment of extensive stands
of riparian vegetation. However, that lack only makes those areas where the floodplain is
wider more important as riparian areas and for overbank flows.

After analysis of the effects to the razorback sucker and its designated critical habitat in the
Verde River, the Service concludes that the effects of continuing livestock grazing on the two
allotments has effects to the listed species and designated critical habitat in the Verde River and
its watershed. These effects are discussed in this biological opinion. There is no question that
the proposed action is a significant improvement over past livestock management on the
allotments, and adver se effects of that past managment are influencing the type and magnitude
of effects expected in the future. However, the commitment to continue livestock grazing on
the allotments has an impact, in effect, in that some degree of potential for restoration of
degraded conditions is foregone.

Effects of the Action for the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

Activities that disturb, remove, or modify flycatcher habitat characteristics may adversely
affect the flycatcher. Present and past overuse by livestock has been a mgor factor in the
degradation and modification of riparian habitats in the western U.S. The effects of livestock
grazing in riparian areas within the action area are partially analyzed under "effects of the
action" for therazorback sudker.

Approximately 11.2 km (7 mi) of river frontage within the allotment would be accessible to
livestock. Approximately two km (1.3 mi) in the Power house pasture would be grazed during
the non-growing season only by 20 to 30 replacement heifers. The remaining river frontage
would be grazed during the growing season by 20 to 30 replacement heifers (Hot Springs and
Childs) or the main herd of 260 cattle plus progeny (Black Ridge/Houston Basin). Thus, the
potential remains for livestock to browse cottonwood, willow, and other woody riparian
species that are present currently within the allotment or that occur after spring flood events.

Eliminating or reducing the extent of recruitment in the proj ect area, where potential woody
riparian areas are relatively small to begin with, can affect the flycatcher in several ways.

First, flycatcher habitat can develop in as little as three growing seasons. Even on the Verde
River, where scouring floods come every four to seven years on average, flycatcher habitat
may develop and persist for several or more years between scouring flood events, absent other
limiting factors. As flycatcher abundance and distribution improves in the Verde Valley, the
importance of riparian areas for flycatcher use within the action area also increases. Because a
breeding population remains extant upstream in Camp Verde, flycatchers are more than likely
migraing through the project aea Thus there isa high probability tha returning flycachers
would encounter and possibly use suitable habitat that develops in the project area.

Second, managing the river bottom to enable as much recruitment as possible would reduce the
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effects of scouring floods. As the distribution and abundance of woody species increases in the
river bottom, floodplain development will be enhanced. Riparian stands tr ap sediment and
woody debris which builds banks and adds sinousity to ariver. Small backwater areas
comprised of emergent marsh and woody species also occur on the Verde River. These areas
dampen the effects of flood flows and increase the probability that riparian habitat will persist.
Although the conventional wisdom is that scouring floods will continue to preclude
development of significant riparian resources on the Verde River, no comprehensive
watershed/dr ainage management plan has been developed and implemented to evaluate the
alternative hypothesis that changes in a variety of watershed management activities can
improve the diversity, abundance, and distribution of riparian and aguatic habitats.

Whilethe average scauring flood event ontheVerde River is estimated to occur once every
four to sven years, the actual number of years between scouring floods may be much greater.
The most recent scouring floods occur red during an " EI Nino" event that lasted for an
unusually long period of five years. Thus, periodic high flows would be expected. If the
corresponding " La Nina" period were also to persist, then the likelihood of scouring floods
decreases and the potential for riparian stands to develop into more mature and persistent
habitats increases. |If scouring floods eliminated riparian potential on the Verde River, then no
riparian habitats would occur. However, riparian and backwater marsh habitats of various
sizes and ages do persist (116 ha were documented in the allotment in 1981) and their extent
might increase if management were modified to take advantage of favorable environmental
periods (i.e. those with non-scouring flood events that result in recruitment of riparian
vegetation). The possibility of current riparian habitat developing into suitable flycatcher
habitat is addressed in the BAE, which states:

No suitable habitat for willow flycatchers was found. Potential habitat for
flycatchers occurs in isolated patches along the river.. ., but the likelihood of
suitable habitat developing... was found to be low as a result of frequent
scouring floods and heavy recreational impacts.

The Service agrees tha scouring floods and recreation ae problems ontheVerde River.
Effects to potential flycatcher habitat from recreation can be remedied through Forest Service
management actions. The rationale for the "not likely to adversely affect” determination in the
BAE is that no suitable habitat exists. Based on that determination the Forest Service did not
analyze the potential effects of livestock grazing in these riparian areas. However, the above
excerpt from the BAE indicates that potential habitat does exist. Thus, the Service believes
that an analysis of the effects of livestock grazing in riparian ar eas should have been included
in the BAE.

Livestock use of pastures that have access to the Verde River varies from use during half the
growing season two out of every three years (Bladk Ridge/Houston Basin) to partid use every
growing season (Powerhouse; March and April). The information provided in the BAE does
not quantify effects of livestock grazing in riparian areas. No current riparian habitat
inventory has been completed, nor have any experimental areas been established to evaluate
livestock use of riparian areas. Photographs contained in the BAE and field observations by
Service staff in March of 1997 indicate heavy use of herbaceous cover, but little use of several-
year-old willow and cottonwood that occur throughout the project area.  Some sandbars and
banks are completely unvegetated. U se of non-seedling willow and cottonwood would not be
expected except when herbaceous cover has been overutilized or is unavailable (e. g. under
drought conditions or over-stocking). Recent range data show some improvement in upland
cover and species diversity.



Mr. Charles Bazan 28

No quantitative data is available to assess livestock use of seedling willow and cottonwood.
Because floodplain areas on the Verde River are typically small, livestock use of seedling
willow or cottonwood (by even few head) would occur rapidly and would likely go undetected
without frequent on-the-ground surveys to detect and monitor areas where seedlings establish,
or avalid experimental approach to evaluate use (e.g. exclosures). Without additional data,
the Service is left to conclude that livestock grazing within pastures that access the Verde River
still poses a threat to recruitment of riparian habitat. Given that other factors contribute to the
unfavorable baseline condition of riparian habitat on the Verde River (e.g. heavy recreational
impacts and watershed conditions that contribute to scouring floods), additional thr eats that
increase the vulnerability of riparian habitats are of serious concern to the Service.

Additionally, the distribution and extent of riparian habitatsalong the entire Verde River is
important to migratory flycatchers. Flycatchers nesting upstream in Camp Verde and,
formerly, Clarkdale would be expected to migrate up the Verde River corridor to reach
breeding areas. Stopover sites for feeding and resting are critical for migratory birdsand it is
likely that flycatchers nesting upstream rely on riparian resources within the action area.
Precluding recruitment of riparian habitat on the Verde River is likely to adversely affect
migrating flycatchers.

Livestock grazing in the vicinity of nesting southwestern willow flycatchers can have indirect
effects on the species by attracting brown-headed cowbirds. Cowbirds are nest parasites
known to use willow flycatchers as a host species. In some areas, such as the Camp Verde
flycatcher site mentioned above, cowbird parasitism resulted in total failure of 49% of nests.
Persistent, high levels of parasitism are likely to result in extirpation of breeding groups. This
isthe likely cause of extirpation of the Tuzigoot breeding group, also mentioned above.
Livestock grazing throughout the project areais likdy to atract cowhbirds Given the pattern
of cowhird parasitism elsewhere in the Verde Valley, it ishighly probable that flycatchers
occupying habitat within the project area will a so experience parasitism.
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Cumulative Effects

Cumul aive effects include the effects of future Sate, local, or privateactions that are
reasonably certainto occur intheaction areaconsidered in thisbidogcd opinion. Future
Federal actions that are unrelated to the proposed action are not considered in this section,
because they require separate consultation pur suant to section 7 of ESA.

Most of the land in the action area is Federal land and subject to future section 7 consultation
on projects that would occur. Changes to the existing uses on private lands and facilities
within the project area are not antia paed withinthenear term. Flows intheVerde River,
Fossil Creek and the East Verde River are not controlled by Federal interests. Existing
diversions and uses are part of the environmenta baseline for the area. In the future changes
to diversions and use of water are very likely to occur as aresult of urbanization in the Verde
Valley and changes to other non-Federal actions. The magnitude of these changes is not clear
at thistime. Development also alters the way runoff reaches the river and may have an effect
on base or flood flows.

CONCLUSION

After reviewing the status of the razorback sucker and its designated criti cal habitat in the
action area, the environmental baseline, effects of proposed implementation of the livestock
grazing strategy, and the cumulative effects, it is the Service' s biological opinion that the
actions described in the assessment and this opinion, are not likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of the razorback sucker or adversely modify its designated critical habitat in the
VedeRiver.

After reviewing the status of the southwestern willow flycatcher and its proposed critical
habitat in the action area, the environmental baseline, effects of proposed implementation of
the livestock grazing strategy, and the cumulative effects, it is the Service' s biological opinion
that the actions described in the assessment and this opinion are not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of the southwestern willow flycatcher nor adver sely modify proposed
critical habitat.

INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT

Sections 4(d) and 9 of the Act, as amended, prohibit taking (harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot,
wound, Kill, trap, capture or collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct) of listed species
of fish or wildlife without a special exemption. Harm is further defined to include significant
habitat modification or degradation that results in death or injury to listed species by
significantly impairing behavioral patterns such as breeding, feeding or sheltering. Harassis
defined as actions that create the likelihood of injury to listed species to such an extent as to
significantly disrupt normal behavior patterns, which include, but are not limited to, breeding,
feeding and sheltering. Incidental take is any take of listed animal speci es that resul ts from,
but is not the purpose of, carrying out an otherwise lawful activity conducted by the Federal
agency or the applicant. Under the terms of section 7(b)(4) and section 7 (0)(2), taking that is
incidental to and not intended as part of the agency action is not considered a prohibited taking
provided that such taking is in compliance with the terms and conditions of this incidental take
statement.

Amount or Extent of Take for the Razorback Sucker
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There are two types of take resulting from the proposed action. One is harassment, through
effects to individual fish, and the other is harm, through effects to habitas that alter their
suitability to support individual fish. The small size of the razorback sucker population in the
Verde River makes any estimate of these two types of take very difficult to make. Takein the
action area is the result of effects of the proposed action and the effects of upstream water shed
and river conditions, further complicating the analysis. In addition, take downstr eam of the
proposed action areais inflluenced by effects of the action.

Because the type and extent of take for this proposed action is difficult to define and measure,
the Service has determined that a surrogate measure is needed to define the take and when it
has been exceeded. The Service concludes that incidental take from the proposed action will
be considered to be exceeded if either of the following two conditions are met:

1. That riparian recovery is halted or significantly slowed within the reach of the river
containing the proposed action by the action of livestock in the riparian areas. Riparian
recovery can be defined through: (1) no more than light (less than 40 percent use of
apical stems) use of riparian woody species by livestock, (2) utilization of herbaceous
species in the riparian zone at less than 40 percent, and (3) minimal bank instability (in
this case, by impact by livestock), defined as 20 percent or less of the total.

2. That watershed conditions do not continue to improve to a satisfactory condition under
the proposed livestock management. Improving watershed conditions can be defined
through improvements shown in trend and/or condition of rangelands on the allotments

Effect of Take for the Razorback Sucker

In the accompanying biological opinion, the Service deter mined that this level of anticipated
take is not likely to result in jeopardy to the species or destruction or adver se modification of
critical habitat.

Reasonable and Prudent Measures for the Razorback Sucker

The Service believes the following reasonable and prudent measures are necessary and
appropriae to minimizethetake of the razorback sudcker:

1. Measures will be taken to monitor livestock use of the riparian areas of pastures to
which livestock have access.
2. If livestock use in the riparian areas is excessive, measures will be taken to reduce or
eliminate livestock use of these aeas.
3. Measures will be taken to improve watershed conditions.
Terms and conditions for the Razorback Sucker
In order to be exempt from the prohibitions of section 9 of the ESA, the Forest Service must
comply with the following terms and conditions, which implement the reasonable and prudent
measures described above. These terms and conditions are non-discr etionary.

The following terms and conditions are necessary to implement reasonable and prudent
measure 1.
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1. Inall pastures with river access, monitoring of riparian conditions, including livestock
use, will be accomplished at least two times while livestock are in the pasture, once
during the mid-point of the grazing period and once at the end of the grazing period.

2. After livestock leave pastures with river access, the degree of use by livestock and
condition of streambanks that are attributable to livestock will be measured using
standard practices for such measurements.

The following terms and conditions are necessary to implement reasonable and prudent
measure 2.

1. If monitoring under reasonable and prudent measure 1 indicates that livestock are
having a significant adverse effect to riparian restoration, then the Forest Service must
determine and implement suitable management strategies to reduce the effects to
riparian areas.

The following terms and conditions are necessary to implement reasonable and prudent
measure 3:
1. If watershed conditions do not improve under the proposed grazing management, the
Forest Service will review the management and develop new managment that does result
in improvement to watershed conditions.

Amount or Extent of Take for the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

Take, in the form of harm to flycatchers, is anticipated through effects to riparian habitat that
alter or preclude their suitability for migrating and breeding flycatchers. Take in the action
area will result from both the effects of the proposed action and the effects of other activities
not part of this consultation (e.g. recreational impacts, watershed conditions upstream). The
extent of take for this proposed action is difficult to measure because current flycatcher survey
data is not available. Thus, a surrogate measure is needed to define take and the threshhold for
exceeding take. The Service concludes that incidental take from the proposed action will be
considered to be exceeded if one or more of the following conditions are met:

1. Standardized monitoring demonstrates that livestock are using excessive amounts of
seedling woody riparian plant species for browse.

2. Standardized monitoring demonstrates that livestock are browsing on excessive amounts
of non-seedling woody riparian plant species.

3. Standardized monitoring and mapping demonstrates that, in the absence of scouring
flood events, the percentage of vegetaed riparian habitats declines by more than 20% in
areal extent from the baseline mapping study.

Effect of Take for the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

In the accompanying biological opinion, the Service determined that this level of anticipated
take is not likely to result in jeopardy to the species or destruction or adver se modification of
proposed critical habitat.

Reasonable and Prudent Measures for the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

The Service believes the following reasonable and prudent measur es are necessary and
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appropriae to minimize take of the southwestern willow flycatcher:

1. Measures shall be taken to monitor livestock use of the riparian areas to which livestock
have access.

2. If excessive use of woody riparian vegetation is determined, measures will be taken to
move livestock outside the riparian pastures and use of the affected pasture shall be
deferred in the following year.

3. Measures shall be taken to monitor the entire river corridor through the allotment for
livestock.

4. Any trespass livestock found shall be removed from riparian areas immediately and a
reasonable effort shall be made to determine and eliminate the source or point of
trespass.

5. Measures shall be taken to map the distribution, size, and areal extent of riparian
habitats, in a standardized manner, along the river corridor through the allotment.

Terms and Conditions for the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

In order to be exempt from the prohibition of sedion 9 of the ESA, the Forest Service needs to
comply with the following terms and conditions, which implement the reasonable and prudent
measures described above. These terms and conditions are non-discr etionary.

The following terms and conditions are necessary to implement reasonable and prudent
measure 1.

1. Inall pastures with river access, standardized monitoring of riparian conditions,
including livestock use, shall be accomplished at least two times during the grazing
period; once at the mid-point of the grazing period and once at the end of the grazing
period.

The following terms and conditions are necessary to implement reasonable and prudent
measure 2:

2. If standardized monitoring under reasonable and prudent measure 1 indicates that use of
the apical stems of woody riparian vegetation exceeds 40% (frequency of occurrence),
then the Forest Service must remove livestock from the riparian area in the affected
pasture immediately and shall defer use of the riparian area in the affected pasture in the
following year.

The following terms and conditions are necessary to implement reasonable and prudent
measure 3:

1. In all pastures adjacent to the river for which river access is supposed to be precluded,
sweeps of the river corridor shall be made monthly during the peiod each pasture is
being grazed to monitor for livestock.

2. Inall pastures adjacent to the river and abutting allotments managed by adjacent
Prescott and Coconino National Forests, sweeps of the river corridor shall be made
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twice a month to monitor for livestock.

The following terms and conditions are necessary to implement reasonable and prudent
measure 4.

1. If livestock are found during monitoring or during obser vations incidental to other
activities, the Forest Service shall be responsible for removing livestock immediately.

The following terms and conditions are necessary to implement reasonable and prudent
measure 5:

1. To establish a baseline from which to monitor take for the southwestern willow
flycatcher, the Forest Service shall complete a standardi zed mapping study within three
years of the date of this biological opinion to determine the distribution, sizes, extent,
and types of riparian habitats (including non-vegetated areas that, absent other limiting
factors, would support riparian vegetation) on the river corridor through the allotment.
The mapping study should be completed using aerial photography taken during the
growing season. Followup mapping and monitoring shall be conducted once every 5
years from the completion of the baseline mapping study to evaluate levels of take.
Thus, the baseline study should be completed by 2000, and the first followup study
completed by 2005, etc., for the life of the management plan. To remove the potential
effects of scouring floods from analyses of take, the threshhold for take will not be
considered exceeded if a scouring flood event occurs during the two years preceeding
any of the followup mapping studies. Such scouring will be shown to have occurred by
recording on-site obser vations made during monitoring, correlated with data from
Tangle Creek gauging station, and documentation with photographs from permanent
photo points, taken before and after the scouring.

Review requirements

The Forest Service will provide the Service with a yearly report on the livestock managment
and monitoring done for this proposed action.
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CONFERENCE REPORT

In 1985, a determination for an experimental non-essantial population of Colorado squawfish
in the Verde River was published by the Service. Colorado squawfish have been stocked into
the Verde River under this designation in the twelve years since. Although the Colorado
squawfish is listed as an endangered species throughout its range, an experimental non-
essential population does not have the full protection of sections 7 or 9 of ESA. This allows
for more flexibility in management of the area containing the population. Experimental non-
essential populations are considered, for the purposes of section 7, as if they were only
proposed for listing as a threatened spedes.

Life history infarmation for the Colorado squavfishwas summarized inthebidogcd support
document for the designation of critical habitat (USFWS 1993). The following information is
abstracted from that document.

The Colorado squawfish was historically found in the large river s of the Colorado River Basin.
It was listed as an endangered species in 1967 under a precur ser to the current ESA. The
largest minnow in North America, reaching lengths of nearly two meters, the Colorado
squawfish preyed on the other native fish speciesin the basin. Significant spawning migrations
are also characteristic of this species. Spawning takes place on the declining water levels of
late spring and early summer in riverine habitats assodated with whitewater canyons. Adults
utilize all types of riverine habitats, including pools, eddies, backwater s and main channel
habitats. Y oung Colorado squawfish use flooded bottomlands and other ephemeral
embayments and backwaters.

Effects to the Colorado squawfish are not significantly different from those described under the
effects section for razorback sucker either in magnitude or type. Formal conferenceis
required when an action is likely to jeopar dize the continued existence of a species proposed
for listing. Based on the magnitude of effects to the Verde River from the proposed action,
such afinding is not warranted for the Colorado squawfish.

Review requirement

The Forest Service shall provide the Service with a yearly report on the livestock management
and monitoring done for this proposed action.

Notice: While the incidental take statement provided in this consultation satisfies the
requirements of the Endanger ed Species Act, as amended, it does not constitute an exemption
from the prohibitions of take of listed migratory birds under the more restrictive provisions of
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS

Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA directs Federal agencies to utilize their authorities to further the
purposes of the ESA by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of endangered and
threatened species. Conservation recommendations are discretionary agency activities to
minimize or avoid adverse effects of a proposed action on listed speciesor critical habitat, to
help implement recovery plans, or to develop information.

The Service offers the following conservation recommendations for your consideration:

1. The Tonto National Forest participate in surveys for razorback sucker in the Verde
River.

2. The Tonto National Forest complete a comprehensive evaluation of the effects of
livestock grazing in the Verde River watershed in conjunction with the Prescott and
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Coconino National Forests. Analysis on an allotment by allotment basis makes
delineation of effects more complex.

3. The Tonto National Forest, in conjunction with the Prescott and Coconino National
Forests complete a comprehensive basin-wide analysis on the effects of recreation on
the establishment and maintenance of riparian habitats.

In order for the Service to be kept informed of adtions minimizing ar avoiding adverse effects
or benefitting listed species or their habitats, the Service requests notification of the
implementation of any conservation recommendations.

REINITIATION STATEMENT

This concludes formal consultation on range per mit issuance for the Skeleton Ridge/lke' s
Backbone Allotments asoutlined in your requed for consultation. As provided in 50 CFR
8402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation is required where discretionary Federa agency
involvement or control over the action has been retained (or is authorized by law) and if: (1)
the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded; (2) new information reveals effects of the
agency action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not
considered in this opinion; (3) the agency action is subsequently modified in a manner that
causes an effect to the listed species or critical habitat not considered in the opinion; or (4) a
new species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the action. In
instances where the extent or amount of incidental take is exceeded, any operations causing
such take must cease pending reinitiation.

In future communications on this project, please refer to consultation number 2-21-94-F-559.
If there are any questions about this biological opinion, please contact Lesley Fitzpatrick or
Rob Marshall.

Sincerely,

/s Sam F. Spiller
Field Supervisor

cc. Regiond Director, Fish and Wildlife Service, Albuquerque, NM (GM:AZ)(AES)
Project Coordinator, Fish and Wildlife Service, Parker, AZ
Director, Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington, D.C. (AES)

Director, Arizona Game and Fish Department, Phoenix, AZ
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Appendix 1. Ned haght and nest subdrae height databy riparian habitat typefor the southwestern willow flycacher.

Mean
Nest Ht. _
Relative to Mean Nest
Base of Nest Substrate
_ Substrate [m] Height [m]
Habitat Type n + 1 STD (range) + 1 STD (range) Source

Monotypic stands of Geyer

willow (Apache Co., AZ) 33 1.8+ 0.3 (1.0- 2.3) 44+ 05 (3.5-6.0) Muiznieks et al. (1994), Sferra et al.
(1995)

Spencer et al. (1996, 1997)

Mixed native broadleaf, predominantly

Goodding s willow (Yuma Co., AZ) 28 21+ 08 (1.2-4.9) - H. Brown 1902 collections (T. Huels in
litt.)

Mixed native broadleaf (Kern Co.,

CA) 134 21+ 0.1 (0.6 - 10) 56+ 0.3 (1-14) Whitfield and Strong (1995)

Mixed native broadl eaf/sa tcedar

(throughout AZ) 70 48+ 1.8 (1.5-10.5) 7.4+ 23 (3.5-17.0) Muiznieks et al. (1994), Sferra et al.
(1995)

Spencer et al. (1996, 1997)

Mixed native broadleaf/exotic

(Grant Co.,, NM) 45 7.4+ 36 (2.0-14) 12.7 + 5.2 (4 - 28) Skaggs (1995)

M onotypic saltcedar (throughout AZ) 43 43+ 13 (2.7-8.0) 7.7+ 20 (3.4-12.0) Muiznieks et al. (1994), Sferra et al.
(1995)

Spencer et al. (1996, 1997)
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Appendix 2. Rangewide popuation status for the southwestern willow flycatcher (based on composite of 1993-1995 survey data
and 1996 survey daa from lower Cdorado Rive).

No. of No of. No. of Sites (Drainages)
Sites Drainages
with with with <5 with 6-20 with > 20
Territories  Territories Territories Territories Territories
New Mexico 19 8 16 (6) 2 (0)
Arizona 39 9 29 (4) 10 (4
Cdlifornia 18 11 13 (8) 3 D
Colorado 6 5 6 (5 0 (0
Utah 2 1 2 () 0 (0)
Nevada 1 1 1 (1 0 (0
Texas ? ? ? ?
Total 85 35 67 (24) 15 (4)
1

Total

MO O eritories

1 (2 173

0 (2 150

2 (3 114

0 (0) 13

0 (0) 2
0 (0) 2

2 2
3 () 454

Based on surveys conducted at > 800 historic and
new sitesin NM (M aynard 1995, Cooper 1996,
Skaggs 1996); AZ (Sogge and Tibbitts 1992, Sogge
et al. 1993, M uiznieks et al. 1994, Sogge and
Tibbitts 1994, Sferra et al. 1995, Sogge 19953,
Sogge et al. 1995, Spencer et al. 1996, 1997,
McKernan in litt.); CA (Camp Pendleton 1994,
Whitfield 1994, Griffith and Griffith 1995,
Holmgren and Collins 1995, Kus 1995, San Diego
Natural History M useum 1995, W hitfield and Strong
1995, Griffith and Griffith 1996 in /itt.); CO (T.
Ireland 1994 in litt., Stransky 1995); UT (M cDonald
et al. 1995, Sogge 1995b); NV (C. Tomlinson 1995
in litt.). Systematic surveys have not been
conducted in Texas. For sites survey ed multiple
years, highest single-year estimate of territories was
used to tabulate status data. Tabulations do not
include documented extirpations within survey
period. Thus, individual state estimates and
rangewide totals may be biased upward.



Mr. Charles Bazan

Appendix 3. Agency actions that have undergone section 7 consultation and levels of incidental take permitted for the

southwestern willow flycatcher rangewide.

Federal Incidental Take
Action Y ear Agency’ Anticipated
Arizona
Eastern Roosevelt Lake Water shed Allotment
(Maricopa Co.) 1995* Tonto NF Indeterminable
Tonto Creek Riparian Unit (Maricopa Co.) 1995* Tonto NF Indeterminable
Cedar Bench Allotment (Yavapai Co.) 1995 Tonto NF Indeterminable
Tuzigoot Bridge (Yavapai Co.) 1995* NPS None
Verde Valley Ranch (Yavapai Co.) 1995* Corps Loss of 2 flycatcher territories
Windmill Allotment (Yavapai Co.) 1995 Coconino NF Loss of 1 flycatcher nest annually
Romero Road Bridge (Pinal Co.) 1995* FEMA Consultation in process
Glen Canyon Spike Flow (Coconino Co.) 1996 USBR Adverse modification of proposed critical habitat
Solomon Bridge (Graham Co.) 1996* FHWA Loss of 2 territories
Modified Roosevelt Dam (Gila/ Maricopa Co.) 1996* USBR Loss of 45 territories; reduced productivity/survivorship 90 birds
U.S. Hwy 93 Wickenburg (M ohave Co.) 1996* FHWA Consultation in process
Grazing on 13 Allotments (Pinal Co.) 1996 BLM Consultation in process
Lower Gila Resource Plan Amend. (Yuma Co.) 1996 BLM Consultation in process
Lower Colorado River Operations 1996* USBR Consultation in process
U.S. Forest Service Region 3 Forest Plans 1996 USFS Consultation in process
Safford District Grazing Allotments 1996 BLM Consultation in process
Virgin River Diversion/Fill (Mohave Co.) 1997 EPA None
California
Prado Basin, (Riverside/San Bernardino Co.) 1994 Corps None
Orange County W ater District (Orange Co.) 1995 Corps None
Temescal Wash Bridge (Riverside Co.) 1995 Corps Harm to 2 flycatchers
Camp Pendleton (San Diego Co.) 1995 DOD Loss of 4 flycatcher territories
Lake Isabella Operations 1996 (Kern Co.) 1996* Corps Inundation 700 ac proposed critical habitat; reduced productivity 14
pairs
Lake Isabella Long-Term Operations (Kern Co.) 1997* Corps Consultation in process
Nevada
Gold Properties Resort (Clark Co.) 1995 BIA Harm to 1 flycatcher from habitat loss
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Appendix 3 (continued).

Federal Incidental Take

Action Y ear Agency’ Anticipated
New Mexico
Corrales Unit, Rio Grande (Bernalillo Co.) 1995 Corps None
Rio Puerco Resource Area Management Plan 1996 BLM Consultation in process
Caballo Res. M gmt. Plan (Sierra, Sandoval Co.) 1996 BLM Consultation in process
Farmington Res. M gmt. Plan (San Juan Co.) 1996* BLM Consultation in process
Mimbres Res. M gmt Plan (Grant Co.) 1996* BLM Consultation in process
San Acacia to San Marcial Levee (Socorro Co.) 1996 Corps Consultation in process
Taos Res. M gmt Plan (Sandoval, R. Arriba Co.) 1997* BLM Take of 1 flycatcher pair due to cowbird parasitism

! BIA = Bureau of Indian Affairs BLM = Bureau of Land Management; Corps = Army Corpsof Engineers; DOD = Dept. of Defense; EPA =
Environmental Protection Agency; FEM A = Federa Emergency Management Agency; FHWA = Federal Highway Administration; NF = National Forest;
NPS = National Park Service; USBR = U.S. Bureau of Reclamation; USFS = U.S. Forest Service.

* Original proposed action determined to result in jeopardy to the flycatcher and/or adver se modification of proposed critical habitat.
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Appendix 4. Nest predaion and brood parastism rates documented for the southwestern

willow flycatcher across its range'.

Location

Pre-1993

S. Fork KernRive (KernCo., CA)
% nests parasitized® 50 - 80
% nests depredated 33-42

San Luis Rey River (San Diego Co. CA)
% nests parasitized -
% nests depredated -

Colorado River (Coconino Co., AZ)
% nests parasitized >50
% nests depredated -

Verde River (Yavgoai Co., AZ)
% nests parasitized -
% nests depredated -

Lite Colorado River (Apache Co., AZ)
% nests parasitized -
% nests depredated -

Rio Grande (Socorro Co., NM)
% nests parasitized -
% nests depredated -

Gila River (Grant Co., NM)
% nests parasitized -
depredated - -

38
37

100
30

100
100

1993

20
40

45

16
47

1994 1995
19°
34
o
5
100
0
extirpated
0
28
66
60
16 - 27 % nests

1 Sources: Sogge and Tibbitts (1992), Sogge et al. (1993), Brown (1994), Maynard 1994, Muiznieks et al. (1994),
Sogge and Tibbitts (1994), Cooper (1995), Skaggs (1995), Sogge (1995a), Sogge et al. (1995), Spencer et al.

(1995), Whitfield and Strong (1995).

2 Proportion of nests containing at least one brown-headed cowbird egg.

" Brown-headed cowbird control program implemented.
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